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Preface 


SAN  FRANCISCO  COUNTY  TRANSPORTATION  AUTHORITY 

255  City  Hall,  San  Francisco,  CA  94102 
(41 5)  554-7747    Fax  (41 5)  554-7744 


TO:  The  Citizens  of  San  Francisco 

FROM:  Commissioner  Willie  B.  Kennedy 

Chair,  SFCTA  Board  of  Commissioners 


Nearly  three  years  ago,  San  Francisco  voters  passed  Proposition  B,  a  local  ballot 
measure  authorizing  a  one-half  percent  sales  tax  that  is  expected  to  generate  $1 .3  billion 
over  20  years.  Sales  tax  revenues  will  be  used  to  pay  for  approximately  $600  million  in 
transportation  improvements  and  to  provide  an  additional  $700  million  as  matching  funds 
for  State  and  federal  grants.  When  you  look  around  San  Francisco  in  the  near  future 
you  will  see  the  results  of  sales  tax  funding  in: 

•  Installation  of  a  new  automatic  train  control  system  in  the  Muni  Metro 
subway  to  increase  Light  Rail  Vehicle  (LRV)  frequency  and  reliability 

•  Construction  of  the  Muni  Metro  Turnback  to  speed  the  turnaround  of  LRV's 
at  Embarcadero  Station  (and  eventually  lead  to  the  surface  extension  of 
Muni  Metro  in  the  Mission  Bay  area). 

•  Construction  of  the  F-Market  streetcar  line  on  Market  Street,  part  of  a  line 
that  will  ultimately  connect  to  Fisherman's  Wharf. 

•  Rehabilitation  of  the  14-Mission  trolley  line. 

•  Increased  level  of  street  resurfacing  and  sidewalk  repair. 

•  Construction  of  curb  ramps  around  City  government  buildings  and  transit 
stops  to  help  implement  the  Americans  with  Disabilities  Act  of  1990. 

•  Replacement  of  street  trees  and  new  plantings  in  public  rights-of-way. 

•  Replacement  of  street  signs  at  intersections  around  the  City. 


i 


In  the  next  seven  years,  the  Authority  will  authorize  $374  million  in  sales  tax  revenues  for 
transportation  projects  and  programs  costing  nearly  $1  billion.  Clearly,  the  Proposition 
B  transportation  program  represents  one  of  the  City's  most  significant  investments  in 
infrastructure  maintenance  and  development  in  the  history  of  San  Francisco.  Given  the 
nature  and  extent  of  the  undertaking,  my  fellow  Commissioners  and  I  support  the  type 
of  long-range  financial  planning  reflected  in  this  Strategic  Plan  to  ensure  prudent  and 
cost-effective  expenditure  of  your  sales  tax  dollars. 

What  began  as  a  dream  for  a  group  of  55  private  citizens  who  worked  with  City  staff  on 
the  development  and  passage  of  Proposition  B  back  in  1988  and  1989  is  now  becoming 
a  reality.  We  look  forward  to  the  fruits  of  our  labor  in  the  form  of  better  public 
transportation,  better  accessibility  for  disabled  Americans,  physically  improved  and  less 
congested  roadways,  and  better  air  quality.  We  look  forward  to  your  support  as  we 
implement  the  Strategic  Plan  to  help  build  a  better  San  Francisco. 


Commissioner  Willie  B.  Kennedy  ' 
Chair,  SFCTA  Board  of  Commissioners 


October  8,  1992 


pyg:\strat\kennedy.ltr 
02/08/94  2:01  pm 


SAN  FRANCISCO  COUNTY  TRANSPORTATION  AUTHORITY 

255  City  Hall,  San  Francisco,  CA  94102 
(41 5)  554-7747    Fax  (41 5)  554-7744 


DATE:  May  1,1993 

TO:  Commissioners  Kennedy  (Chair),  Gonzalez  (Vice  Chair),  Achtenberg, 

Alioto,  Britt,  Conroy,  Hallinan,  Hsieh,  Maher,  Migden,  and  Shelley 

FROM:         Brigid  Hynes-Cherin  fi>£/ 
Executive  Director  k 

I  am  pleased  to  transmit  this  final  version  of  the  Proposition  B  Strategic  Plan.  As 
indicated  in  the  Executive  Summary,  the  Strategic  Plan  is  a  multi-purpose  document 
intended  to: 

Define  the  scope,  schedule  and  budget  of  projects/programs 

Identify  the  availability  and  timing  of  matching  funds 

Evaluate  readiness  of  projects  and  programs  for  implementation 

Develop  policies/criteria  for  programming  and  spending  sales  tax  funds 

Develop  a  process  for  overseeing  implementation  of  major  projects. 

The  Strategic  Plan  presents  a  blend  of  policy,  program  planning,  and  financial 
recommendations  to  help  guide  implementation  of  the  Expenditure  Plan  approved  by  the 
Board  of  Supervisors  in  July  1989  and  adopted  by  San  Francisco  voters  in  November 
1989. 

There  are  eight  policy  recommendations  covering  capital  and  incremental 
operations  and  maintenance  (O&M)  cost  eligibility  for  sales  tax  funding, 
pay-as-you-go  versus  debt  financing,  maintenance  of  effort,  financial  leverage, 
compliance  with  the  60/30/8/2  funding  split  among  Expenditure  Plan  categories, 
and  use  of  sales  tax  funding  to  pay  for  "grant-getting"  and  force  account  work  by 
the  Sponsoring  Agencies 

There  are  eight  planning  recommendations  covering  the  whole  range  of 
transportation  planning  from  the  "rail"  master  plan  advocated  by  the  Citizens 
Advisory  Committee,  to  the  fleet  and  facilities  master  planning  needed  to  provide 
more  specific  cost  and  funding  information  for  financing  of  Muni  projects,  to  the 
financial  capacity  analysis  advocated  by  the  Metropolitan  Transportation 
Commission. 
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There  is  a  four-point  funding  plan  regarding  FY  1992/93-FY  1998/99  sales  tax 
revenues  and  expenditures,  including  a(n): 

Pay-as-you-go  funding  approach  for  the  next  few  years  until  there 
are  more  specific  plans  with  which  to  evaluate  the  technical  and 
financial  feasibility  of  using  debt  financing  to  accelerate  project 
delivery 

Multi-year  programming  commitment  of  $375  million  (escalated 
dollars)  for  FY  1992/93-FY  2000/01  to  29  projects  and  programs  to 
provide  a  degree  of  sales  tax  funding  predictability  needed  for  the 
Muni  capital  replacement  program  and  for  on-going  City  programs 
such  as  street  resurfacing,  sidewalk  repair,  street  repair/cleaning 
equipment  replacement,  street  tree  planting,  signal  upgrading  and 
additional  paratransit  services 

Reserve  of  $76  million  available  over  the  ten  years  for  annual 
funding  of  about  $130  million  in  projects  which  do  not  have 
program  status,  including  incremental  O&M  costs 

Reserve  of  $52  million  for  debt  service  on  a  $94  million  Bayshore 
corridor  fixed  guideway  project 

We  believe  the  Strategic  Plan  has  gone  a  long  way  toward  developing  the  type  of  policy 
and  funding  consensus  need  to  implement  the  Expenditure  Plan  in  a  prudent  and 
cost-effective  manner.  More  important,  it  provides  both  the  Board  and  staff  with  a 
valuable  framework  for  making  the  policy  and  program  planning,  financial,  and  oversight 
decisions  to  be  made  during  the  next  eight  years. 

We  deeply  appreciate  the  work  of  the  Sponsoring  Agencies,  the  Technical  Advisory 
Committee  (TAC)  and  Citizens  Advisory  Committee  (CAC)  members  who  contributed 
their  time  and  energies  to  the  development  of  the  Strategic  Plan. 
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Section  I 

Executive  Summary 


EXECUTIVE  SUMMARY 


PROPOSITION  B  AND  THE  EXPENDITURE  PLAN 

In  July  1989,  the  San  Francisco  Board  of  Supervisors  adopted  a  Transportation  Expenditure 
Plan — based  on  an  additional  1/2-cent  sales  tax — to  pay  for  a  number  of  capital  improvements  in 
local  transit,  streets,  paratransit,  and  transportation  systems  management  (TSM)  programs.  The  sales 
tax  ordinance  and  Expenditure  Plan  were  subsequently  approved  as  Proposition  B  by  San  Francisco 
County  voters  in  November  1989.  Together,  Proposition  B  and  the  Expenditure  Plan: 

•  Created  the  San  Francisco  County  Transportation  Authority 

•  Authorized  imposition  of  a  1/2-cent  sales  tax  (technically,  a  1/2  of  one  percent  transactions  and 
use  tax)  for  20  years  (1990  -  2010) 

•  Authorized  the  Authority  to  issue  tax  bonds  in  an  aggregate  amount  not  to  exceed  $742  million 

•  Established  a  $160  million  annual  appropriations  limit  in  accordance  with  Article  XIII B  of  the 
California  Constitution 

•  Made  the  Authority  responsible  for  planning,  programming  and  administration  of  the  sales  tax 
program. 

The  Expenditure  Plan  established  a  two-tier  priority  structure  to  allocate  Proposition  B  sales  tax 
revenue: 

•  It  allocates  Proposition  B  sales  tax  revenue  (in  millions  of  1989/90  dollars)  by  project  category 
and  subcategory  as  follows: 

Projected     Funding  Percent 
Category/Subcateaory  Funding    Allocation  Allocation 

TRANSIT 


Service  Enhancement  &  Extensions 

$  155 

$141 

Major  Corridor  Studies  &  Construction 

200 

200 

Rehabilitation  &  Replacement  Projects 

216 

200 

Subtotal 

571 

541 

60% 

STREETS  &  TRAFFIC  SAFETY 

Street  Resurfacing  &  Reconstruction 

286 

142 

Traffic  Signals  &  Signs 

136 

67 

Major  Capital  Projects 

56 

50 

Street  Tree  Program 

16 

12 

Subtotal 

494 

271 

30% 

PARATRANSIT  (Contract  Van/Taxi  Services) 

75 

72 

8% 

TRANSPORTATION  SYSTEMS  MANAGEMENT  (TSM) 

Ridesharing  &  Transit  Preference 

12 

12 

Bicycle  &  Pedestrian  Circulation 

13 

6 

Subtotal 

25 

18 

2% 

Total  Sales  Tax  Revenue 

$1,165 

$902 

100% 

•  It  assigns  projects  within  each  subcategory  a  priority  rating  of  1,  2  or  3  (1  being  first  priority) 
to  ensure  the  implementation  of  top  priority  projects. 

•  Some  projects  have  a  split  priority  (e.g.,  44%  of  street  resurfacing  is  Priority  1  and  56%  is 
Priority  2).  Projected  sales  tax  funding  for  the  lower-priority  portion  of  such  projects  accounts 
for  the  difference  between  the  $1,165  billion  in  projected  funding  and  the  $902  million  in  sales 
tax  funding  allocation  (the  latter  is  the  basis  for  the  60/30/8/2  funding  split  among  Expenditure 
Plan  categories). 


1 


The  Proposition  B  Expenditure  Plan  specifically  authorizes  the  Authority  to  direct  all  Sponsoring 
Agencies  to: 

•  Prepare  long-range  (10-20  years)  comprehensive  transportation  plans  and  update  them  peri- 
odically 

•  Develop  five-year  program  plans  describing  (a)  service  and  capital  improvements  to  be  made 
each  year  and  (b)  plans  to  coordinate  such  service  and  capital  improvements  among  various 
transportation  modes  and  agencies 

•  Develop  productivity  and  cost-effectiveness  measures  and  standards  based  upon  accepted 
industry  standards;  establish  productivity  and  cost-effectiveness  goals  every  five  years;  coordi- 
nate with  other  City  and  County  of  San  Francisco  departments  to  avoid  working  at  cross 
purposes;  and  report  progress  on  meeting  those  goals  to  the  Authority  on  an  annual  basis. 

Finally,  the  Expenditure  Plan  specifically  requires  that  federal  and  State  environmental  laws,  rules, 
and  regulations  as  well  as  other  applicable  provisions  be  carried  out  as  a  prerequisite  to  the 
implementation  of  any  project 

PURPOSE  OF  THE  STRATEGIC  PLAN 

As  a  new  agency,  the  Authority  recognized  the  need  for  further  definition  of  the  components  of  the 
Expenditure  Plan,  particularly  the: 

•  Scope,  schedule,  and  budget  of  Proposition  B  projects/programs,  so  they  can  be  certified  as 
conforming  to  the  Expenditure  Plan 

•  Readiness  of  projects  and  programs  for  funding  of  procurement,  preliminary  engineering  or 
final  design,  or  construction  (i.e.,  their  ability  to  spend  sales  tax  in  a  timely  and  efficient  manner) 

•  Availability  and  timing  of  regional,  State  and  federal  funds  for  which  sales  tax  revenues  often 
serve  as  local  match 

•  Policies,  criteria,  and  procedures  for  programming  and  spending  Proposition  B  funds  for  specific 
projects/programs  to  ensure  that  Proposition  B  funds  are  (a)  used  to  supplement  and  not  replace 
existing  local  revenues  used  for  transportation  purposes  and  (b)  spent  on  new  capital  projects 
rather  than  to  fund  operations  and  maintenance  of  existing  transportation  services. 

•  Process  for  overseeing  the  implementation  of  Proposition  B  projects  and  programs  by  Sponsor- 
ing Agencies  in  order  to  ensure  prudent  and  cost-effective  use  of  sales  tax  revenues. 

Strategic  Planning  Framework 

To  accomplish  the  goals  of  the  Expenditure  Plan,  the  Authority  developed  a  strategic  planning 
framework  to  address  all  the  project  scope,  schedule,  and  budget  elements  that  the  Authority  and 
the  Sponsoring  Agencies  must  link  together  to  implement  the  Expenditure  Plan  in  a  systematic  and 
well-coordinated  manner. 
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Scenario  Development  and  Evaluation 

A  key  element  of  Proposition  B  strategic  planning  involved  the  development  of  various  project 
funding,  financing  and  delivery  scenarios.  In  developing  the  proposed  Strategic  Plan,  the  Authority 
considered  a  number  of  different  scenarios  based  on: 

•  Sales  tax  revenue  scenarios  that  reflect  high,  medium,  or  low  growth  of  Proposition  B  sales  tax 
revenues  (defined  as  7%,  6%,  and  5%  annual  growth,  respectively) 

•  Funding  strategies  that  reflect  different  approaches  for  authorizing  Proposition  B  funds: 

-  Expenditure  Plan  allocations:  annually  allocating  sales  tax  revenues  proportionately  to 
the  funding  levels  in  the  Expenditure  Plan  categories  and  subcategories 

-  Leverage:  prioritizing  sales  tax  revenues  as  local  match  for  State  and/or  federal  funds  in 
order  to  maximize  the  "bang  for  the  buck" 

-  Financing:  pledging  sales  tax  revenues  to  payment  of  debt  service  in  order  to  accelerate 
project  delivery. 

•  Delivery  strategies  (or  combinations  thereof)  that  reflect  expenditure  of  Proposition  B  funds  to 
accomplish  different  public  policy  goals: 

-  Infrastructure  maintenance:  maintaining,  rehabilitating,  and  replacing  existing  transpor- 
tation systems  rather  than  enhancing  or  extending  them 

-  Economic  development:  building  the  Embarcadero  Roadway,  Waterfront,  Mission  Bay, 
and  other  projects  that  are  key  to  the  economic  development  of  San  Francisco 

-  Economic  recovery:  funding  capital  projects  and  programs  that  would  generate  immediate 
results  and/or  maximize  the  creation  of  local  employment  in  the  short  run. 

Because  sales  tax  funding  of  transit  projects  constitutes  60%  of  the  Proposition  B  Expenditure  Plan,  the 
strategic  planning  process  resulted  in  a  detailed  review  and  revision  of  Muni's  capital  program  based  on: 

•  Use  of  federal  appropriations  levels  equal  to  50%,  60%,  75%  and  100%  of  the  authorization 
levels  specified  in  the  Intermodal  Surface  Transportation  Efficiency  Act  (ISTEA)  of  1991 

•  Use  of  either  a  pay-as-you-go  or  lease-backed  financing  with  sales  tax  revenues,  bridge  tolls, 
FTA  Section  3  fixed  guideway  funds  and  Section  9  formula  funds  as  the  primary  sources  of 
revenues  pledged  to  make  lease  payments 

•  Inclusion  or  exclusion  of  various  expansion  and  replacement  projects  in  the  FY  1992/93  -  FY 
2000/01  capital  program  (versus  deferring  them  until  after  FY  2000/01): 


Rail  Expansions 


Trolley  Coach  Replacement/Expansion 

1999  artic  trolleys  $123 

Mission  Bay  extensions  30 

Electrification  (2  lines)  32 

Presidio  redevelopment  53 

Total  $238 


Rail  Corridor  studies 

Bayshore  Corridor 

Muni  Metro  extension  to  16th 

LRV  expansion  (52) 

Metro  East  facility 

Related  underpass/bridges 

Total 


$  11 
175* 

23 
169 
112 

56 


$546 


*  Includes  $55  million  in  financing  costs 
for  a  $120  million  (escalated)  project 
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RECOMMENDED  FY  1992/93  -  2000/01  FUNDING  PROGRAM 


Below  is  an  overview  of,  and  rationale  for,  the  FY  1992/93  -  2000/01  sales  tax  funding  plan 
recommended  for  Authority  approval. 

Overview  of  the  Sales  Tax  Funding  Plan 

There  are  three  key  elements  to  the  recommended  FY  1992/93  -  FY  2000/01  sales  tax  strategy: 

1.  Pay-As-You-Go  Funding  Approach 

The  Strategic  Plan  recommends  a  pay-as-you-go  funding  approach,  at  least  for  the  time  being 
(i.e.,  through  FY  1993/94).  This  is  consistent  with  the  pay-as-you-go  funding  approach  of 
Muni's  $1.5  billion  Capital  Replacement  Program  and  Waterfront  transit  projects  (Scenario  4) 
adopted  by  the  Public  Utilities  Commission  on  February  23,  1993.  Consistency  between  PUC 
and  authority  strategies  is  essential,  because  transit  projects  represent  60%  of  the  Proposition  B 
Expenditure  Plan. 

During  the  next  12  months,  Muni,  PUC  and  Authority  staff  will  be  working  with  regional,  State 
and  federal  funding  agencies  to  (a)  secure  the  federal/State  funds  for  the  $1.5  billion  Capital 
Replacement  Program  and  (b)  determine  the  likelihood  of  programming  an  additional  $800  mil- 
lion in  funding  for  Muni's  $800  million  Capital  Expansion  Program  (including  $138  million 
for  1999  trolley  coach  replacements). 

In  late  1993  or  early  1994,  the  Public  Utilities  Commission  will  revisit  the  pay-as-you-go 
strategy  in  light  of  the  following  factors: 

-  Results  of  the  Bayshore  Corridor  study,  which  will  identify  service  and  capital  improve- 
ments preferred  by  the  Bayshore  Corridor  communities 

-  Results  of  current  PUC  fare  policy  hearings  and  the  City's  FY  1993/94  budget  process  (i.e., 
the  level  of  General  Fund  support  for  Muni);  together,  these  two  factors  will  largely 
determine  Muni's  financial  capacity  to  (a)  operate  and  maintain  the  existing  transit  system 
and  (b)  build,  operate  and  maintain  an  expanded  transit  system 

-  The  Clinton  Administration's  ISTEA  appropriations  as  an  indication  of  its  trade-offs 
between  infrastructure  investment  and  deficit  reduction 

-  Results  of  the  Authority's  and  the  City' s  combined  efforts  to  establish  and  advocate  specific 
legislative  strategies  in  both  Sacramento  and  Washington,  D.C. 

-  Issues,  alternatives,  and  recommendations  related  to  Muni  and  PUC  ability  to  deliver  the 
$1.5  billion  Capital  Replacement  Program  and  Waterfront  transit  projects  versus  the  entire 
$2.3  billion  capital  program. 

Because  the  Metropolitan  Transportation  Commission  (MTC)  has  indicated  that  it  will  reopen 
the  Section  3  and  Section  9  portions  of  the  federal  Transportation  Improvement  Program  (TIP) 
programming  process  again  in  1994,  Muni  and  PUC  will  be  able  to  use  the  above  information 
to  update  Muni's  capital  program  funding  and  delivery  scenarios  next  spring  and  to  decide 
whether  or  not  to  use  lease  and  debt  financing  for  Muni's  capital  expansion  program. 

Regardless  of  the  capital  program  strategy  ultimately  adopted  by  the  PUC,  the  Authority  intends 
to  update  its  Strategic  Plan  in  early  1994  to  address  the  areas  identified  on  page  14. 
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2.  Multi-year  Funding  Commitments 

The  Strategic  Plan  recommends  $375  million  in  multi-year  (FY  1992/93  -  FY  2000/01)  funding 
commitments  to  29  projects  and  programs  in  the  Expenditure  Plan.  Exhibit  A  on  pages  6-7 
indicate  the  recommended  multi-year  funding  commitments  as  well  as  sales  tax  funding 
approved  through  FY  1991/92. 

The  recommended  $375  million  in  multi-year  funding  commitments  represents  74%  of  the 
anticipated  $505  million  in  sales  tax  funding  available  for  capital  projects/programs  in 
FY  1992/93  -  FY  2000/01.  Multi-year  funding  commitments  will  provide  the  degree  of  sales 
tax  funding  predictability  needed  for  the  Muni  capital  replacement  program  and  for  ongoing 
City  programs  such  as  street  resurfacing,  sidewalk  repair,  street  repair/cleaning  equipment 
replacement,  street  tree  planting,  signal  upgrading  and  additional  paratransit  services.  In  essence, 
the  recommended  multi-year  funding  commitments  give  the  above  projects  "program"  status 
comparable  to  being  included  in  the  federal  Transportation  Improvement  Program  (TIP)  or  the 
State  Transportation  Improvement  Program  (STIP).  "Program"  status  will  be  documented  on  a 
project-by-project  basis  in  Authority  resolutions  adopting  the  FY  1993/94  capital  budget  and 
supplemental  budgets. 

Annual  applications  for  funding  of  the  projects  having  program  status  should  consist  primarily 
of  (a)  updating  the  project  worksheets  and  cost/funding  matrices  and  (b)  reporting  Sponsoring 
Agency  progress  in  implementing  projects/programs  and  achieving  productivity  and  cost-effec- 
tiveness goals.  Actual  funding  should  closely  approximate  the  multi-year  programming  com- 
mitments unless  there  is  an  unanticipated  decline  in  sales  tax  revenue  and/or  a  lack  of  anticipated 
progress  in  project  implementation. 

Although  there  is  $128  million  in  sales  tax  revenue  that  is  not  programmed  for  specific  projects, 
more  than  90%  of  the  $128  million  will  only  be  available  in  the  final  four  years  of  the  Strategic 
Plan's  time  horizon  (FY  1997/98  -  FY  2000/01).  This  means  there  is  less  than  $10  million  for 
"discretionary"  sales  tax  funding  in  FY  1993/94  through  FY  1996/97.  Accordingly,  the 
Authority  will  continue  to  work  closely  with  the  Sponsoring  Agencies  to  defer  appropriation  of 
sales  tax  revenues  to  meet  multi-year  programming  commitments  until  such  funds  are  actually 
needed  for  drawdown. 

3.  Annual  Funding  of  Other  Proposition  B  Projects  and  Programs 

The  Strategic  Plan  recommends  that  the  Authority  focus  its  annual  funding  cycle  on  considering 
three  types  of  funding  requests: 

-  Changes  to  multi-year  funding  commitments  of  projects/programs  having  program  status 

-  Capital  funding  for  Proposition  B  projects  and  programs  that  do  not  have  program  status 

-  Incremental  O&M  funding  for  completed  capital  projects  that  are  eligible  for  such  funding. 

In  essence,  the  annual  funding  cycle  provides  the  Sponsoring  Agencies  with  the  flexibility  of 
seeking  sales  tax  revenue  for  projects  not  given  program  status  in  the  Strategic  Plan.  However, 
it  is  important  to  note  that  there  will  be  an  estimated  $100  million  in  Muni  capital  expansion 
projects,  $10  million  in  DPT  Priority  2  projects,  and  $20  million  in  incremental  O&M  costs 
competing  for  $76  million  in  available  sales  tax  funding. 
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FY  1992/93  -  FY  2000/01  Capital  Budget 


Below  is  a  summary  of  the  FY  1992/93  -  FY  2000/01  Proposition  B  sales  tax  revenues  and 
expenditures  recommended  in  the  Strategic  Plan: 

Revenues  for  Capital  Projects/Programs 

$485,200,000  Gross  sales  tax  receipts 

(6,300,000)  Administrative  fee  to  State  Board  of  Equalization 

(4,900,000)  Statutory  ceiling  on  personnel  costs  (1%) 

(4,900,000)  Authority  non-personnel  administrative  expenses  (1%) 

(3,400,000)  Provision  for  project  management  oversight  (0.75%) 

30,000,000  Interest  income  (4%) 

7,600,000  FY  199 1/92  unobligated  funds 

$503,300,000     Net  sales  tax  revenues  for  capital  projects/programs 

Expenditures  for  Capital  Projects/Programs 

$374,900,000     Multi-year  funding  commitments 
52,500,000     Reserve  for  three  years  of  Bayshore  Corridor  debt  service 
75,900,000     Funding  available  for  capital/O&M  expenditures 

$503,300,000     Sales  tax  expenditures  for  capital  projects/programs 


Basis  for  the  Sales  Tax  Funding  Strategy  and  Program 

The  above  sales  tax  funding  strategy  and  capital  budget  are  the  results  of  extensive  financial  analyses 
and  synthesis  of  the  following  information: 

•    Key  Revenue  Assumptions 

The  amount  of  projected  sales  tax  funding  available  for  projects/programs  is  based  on  the 
following  assumptions  regarding  sales  tax  revenue  and  the  Authority's  administrative  costs: 

-  Gross  sales  tax  receipts  of  $485  million  (future  dollars)  the  Authority  can  conservatively 
anticipate,  based  on  5%  average  annual  growth  in  sales  tax  revenues  (this  is  equal  to  a  1.5% 
real  growth  the  of  sales  tax  base  and  3.5%  annual  inflation) 

-  Administrative  fee  of  1.3%  of  gross  sales  tax  receipts  that  is  paid  to  the  State  Board  of 
Equalization  for  sales  tax  collection  and  remittance  to  the  Authority 

-  Salary  "cap"  of  1.0%  of  net  sales  tax  receipts  for  Authority  personnel  expenses  (salaries 
and  fringe  benefits),  plus  operating  expenses  of  no  more  than  1.0%  of  net  sales  tax  receipts 

-  Provision  for  project  management  oversight  by  the  Authority  of  0.75%  of  net  sales  tax 
receipts 

-  Interest  income  of  5.0%  of  average  cash  balances. 
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•    Expenditure  Plan  Funding  Priorities  and  Funding  Splits 

The  Expenditure  Plan  approved  by  San  Francisco  voters  in  November  1989  stipulated  that  sales 
tax  funding  be  based  on: 

-  Project  priorities.  The  Expenditure  Plan  assigned  a  Priority  1, 2  and/or  3  to  each  of  the  49 
projects/programs  in  the  Plan.  Proposition  B  requires  that  all  Priority  1  projects  or  programs  in 
a  given  Expenditure  Plan  subcategory  be  funded — or  be  capable  of  being  fully  funded — before 
lower-priority  projects  and  programs  in  that  subcategory  are  awarded  sales  tax  revenue. 

-  Funding  split  Proposition  B  funding  authorizations  are  to  approximate  the  60/30/8/2 
funding  split  among  the  four  Expenditure  Plan  categories.  Together,  previous  sales  tax 
funding  and  the  recommended  multi-year  commitments  are  split  as  follows  among  Expen- 
diture Plan  categories: 


To  achieve  the  60/30/8/2  split,  the  Authority  will  have  to  distribute  the  $129  million  in 
reserved/unprogrammed  funds  as  follows:  $96  million  to  transit,  $29  million  to  streets  & 
traffic  safety,  and  $4  million  to  TSM  programs. 

•    Authority  Funding  Policies 

Programming  of  sales  tax  revenue  reflects  funding  policies  adopted  by  the  Authority's  Board 
of  Commissioners  during  the  strategic  planning  process.  Board  policies  address: 

-  Capital  cost  eligibility.  The  intent  of  voters  was  to  focus  Proposition  B  revenues  directly 
towards  producing  the  projects  and  programs  in  an  efficient  manner,  and  to  limit  funding  of 
ongoing  administrative  costs  not  directly  related  to  the  implementation  of  projects  and 
programs. 

-  Incremental  O&M  cost  eligibility.  Sales  tax  funding  for  operations  and  maintenance  are 
to  be  limited  to  the  incremental  costs  associated  with  the  implementation  of  new  services  as 
specified  in  the  Expenditure  Plan.  Incremental  costs  are  defined  as  solely  those  costs  that 
would  clearly  not  have  otherwise  been  incurred  in  the  absence  of  new  service. 

-  Maintenance  of  effort  Both  the  Authority's  enabling  legislation  and  the  Expenditure  Plan 
stipulate  that  sales  tax  revenues  are  to  be  used  to  supplement  and  not  replace  existing  local 
revenues  used  for  transportation  purposes. 

-  Financial  leverage.  The  Expenditure  Plan  indicated  a  required  split  of  sales  tax  and  other 
funding  for  each  project/program.  Moreover,  estimated  costs  of  the  transportation  projects 
and  programs  in  the  Expenditure  Plan  exceed  anticipated  sales  tax  revenues  by  approxi- 
mately 30%.  Accordingly,  the  Authority  needs  to  encourage  Sponsoring  Agencies  to 
maximize  the  use  of  sales  tax  revenues  as  matching  funds  for  State  and  federal  funding. 


Expenditure  Plan  Category 

Transit 

Streets  &  Traffic  Safety 
Paratransit 

Transportation  Systems  Management 

Reserved/Unprogrammed 

Total 


Actual  to  Date  +  Programmed  in  Strategic  Plan 
Revenue  Expenditures 
(Millions)  %  Revenue      (Millions)      %  Expend 


$260.1  43.8%  $260.1  56.1% 

148.4  25.0%  148.4  32.0% 

47.2  8.0%  47.2  10.2% 

7.7  1.3%  7.7  1.7% 

129.9  21.9%     


$593.3       100.0%        $463.4  100.0% 
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•  Authority  Programming  Guidelines  and  Criteria 

Programming  of  sales  tax  revenue  also  reflects  funding  guidelines  and  criteria  developed  by 
Authority  staff  and  consultants  during  the  strategic  planning  process.  Such  guidelines  and 
criteria  address: 

-  Project  impact  Proposition  B  funds  are  to  be  allocated  to  projects  and  programs  that  appear 
to  have  the  most  impact  in  terms  of  perceived  benefits  to  residents  and  businesses  of 
San  Francisco 

-  Project  readiness.  Given  the  lag  in  the  start-up  of  the  overall  Proposition  B  transportation 
program,  the  initial  Strategic  Plan  emphasizes  projects/program  that  are  ready  to  go  and/or 
clearly  can  be  delivered  within  the  nine-year  funding  window 

-  Project  "fundability."  Proposition  B  funds  are  to  be  used  to  leverage  State  and/or  federal 
funding  that  is  clearly  available  and/or  in  place. 

•  Financial  Capacity  Assessment  of  the  Muni  Capital  Program 

To  obtain  federal  funding  for  capital  replacement  and  expansion,  PUC  needs  to  demonstrate 
that  Muni  can  afford  to  operate  and  maintain  the  existing  transit  system  before  it  recapitalizes 
and  expands.  In  essence,  financial  capacity  assessment  involves  evaluating  (a)  operations  and 
maintenance  (O&M)  cost  trends,  (b)  capital  replacement  and  expansion  needs,  and  (c)  stability 
and  reliability  of  revenue  sources.  Because  60%  of  sales  tax  funding  goes  to  transit  projects,  the 
Authority  also  wanted  to  ensure  that  Muni  has  adequate  financial  capacity  to  build,  operate  and 
maintain  both  the  capital  replacement  and  expansion  projects  in  the  Expenditure  Plan. 

As  a  result  of  the  financial  capacity  assessment,  PUC  and  the  Authority  determined  that  Muni 
has  a  cumulative  FY  1993/94  -  FY  2000/01  operating  deficit  of  $167  to  $581  million,  depending 
on  growth  in  fare  revenue  and  General  Fund  support.  Such  a  projected  operating  deficit  will 
require  PUC  to  increase  fares  periodically,  increase  (or  at  least  maintain)  General  Fund  support, 
obtain  both  short-term  and  long-term  Muni  productivity  improvements,  and  obtain  additional 
revenue  sources  for  dedicated  funding  of  the  Muni  operating  budget. 

SUMMARY  OF  STRATEGIC  PLAN  RECOMMENDATIONS 

Exhibit  B  on  pages  11-13  summarizes  the  planning,  programming  and  funding,  cost  containment 
and  project  oversight  recommendations  related  to  implementing  the  Authority's  Strategic  Plan. 
Some  recommendations  are  directed  to  the  Authority  Board  or  staff,  while  other  recommendations 
are  intended  as  guidance  for  Sponsoring  Agencies.  The  Authority  is  not  a  Proposition  B  implement- 
ing agency,  nor  does  the  Authority  have  any  direct  control  over  the  implementing  actions  of 
Sponsoring  Agencies.  The  Authority's  primary  means  of  ensuring  effective  implementation  of 
Proposition  B  projects/programs  is  through  its  multi-year  programming  and  annual  allocation  of 
sales  tax  funds.  This  creates  a  major  dilemma  for  the  Authority: 

•  If  the  Authority  provides  sales  tax  funding  for  Proposition  B  projects  but  the  Sponsoring 
Agencies  do  not  implement  them  on  a  timely  basis,  then  projects  do  not  get  completed. 

•  If  the  Authority  withholds  sales  tax  funding  because  projects  are  not  ready  for  funding  or  because 
Sponsoring  Agencies  do  not  have  the  capacity  to  deliver  them,  then  projects  do  not  get 
completed. 

In  either  case,  it  is  the  taxpayers — San  Francisco  residents  and  businesses — who  will  be  impacted 
by  the  lack  of  project  delivery. 
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Exhibit  B 

Summary  of  Strategic  Plan  Recommendations 


Category/Recommendation 

D  a  c  tin  fi  ci hYi  I  H*%/ 
noojsvJi  loiuiiHy 

Target 
Date 

Programming  and  Funding 

1. 

Adopt  the  seven  additional  Strategic  Plan  policies  regarding 
programming  of  sales  tax  funds.  Those  Board  policies  are  con- 

tJiinpH  in  f~"hi*r*tpr  TTT  cxf  thf*  ^trjitfoip  Plan 

U1111CU  ill  V^lldpiCi  111  \JX  U1C  OUalCglL  i  ld.il. 

SFCTA 
Board 

2. 

Utilize  the  Muni  capital  program  priorities  adopted  by  the  PUC 
on  February  23,  1993  for  programming  sales  tax  funds  and 

aU  VVA-at  v  Wl  It         aJL/  OldlC  lUlliJo. 

SFCTA 
Staff 

3. 

Adopt  an  overall  pay-as-you-go  funding  strategy  (versus  lease  or 

HpHt  finanr*incA  until  thf*  tipy!"  ntvlotp  r\€  thic  QtrotAoir*  Plan  Y\\j 
UCUl  lllialHslllgJ  U1JUJ  U1C  IlCAl  LipUalC  \JL  Lilld  OUaLCgJC  J:  I  ail,  Ujr 

which  time  the  Sponsoring  Agencies  should  have  the  documen- 
tation required  for  the  Authority  to  determine  the  need  for  as  well 
as  the  technical/financial  feasibility  and  cost-effectiveness  of 
lease  or  debt  financing. 

SFCTA 
Board 

4. 

Adopt  the  $375  million  multi-year  (FY  1992/93  -  FY  2000/01) 
funding  program  detailed  in  Exhibit  A  on  pages  6-7  of  the 
Strategic  Plan. 

SFCTA 
Board 

5. 

Reserve  $52  million  for  three  years  of  debt  service  on  Bayshore 
Corridor  construction  financing. 

SFCTA 
Board 

fVuirhirt  fin  Annual  fnnflino  pvpIp  tc\  c\T\nmnr\ Qfp  qjiIpc  tov  fimHc 

against  multi-year  commitments  and  to  consider  Sponsoring 
Agency  requests  for  other  project  funding. 

SFCTA 
Board 

7. 

Modify  the  Authority's  existing  60/30/8/2  funding  split  policy  to 
require  conformance  to  the  percentages  in  the  Expenditure  Plan 

hv  Tnnp  30  9001  and  aqh\t\  hv  Marrh  "^1   9fHO-  rpnnrt  riimnlii- 

tively  obligated  amounts  to  the  Board  annually. 

SFCTA 

Board/ 

Staff 

8. 

Apply  for  sales  tax  funding  of  capital  project/program  costs 
according  to  the  amounts  and  schedule  in  Exhibit  H  on  pages 
30-31  of  the  Strategic  Plan. 

Sponsoring 
Agencies 

Annually 

9. 

Apply  for  sales  tax  funding  of  incremental  operations  and  main- 
tenance (O&M)  costs  according  to  the  amounts  and  the  schedule 
in  Exhibit  I  on  pages  32-33  of  the  Strategic  Plan  and  consistent 
with  Board  policies  regarding  eligibility  and  funding  of  incre- 
mental O&M  costs. 

Sponsoring 
Agencies 

Annually 

10.  Apply  for  sales  tax  funding  of  project  not  having  "program" 
status  based  on  needs,  priorities  and  justification  documented  in 
the  current  Five- Year  Plans. 

Sponsoring 
Agencies 

Annually 
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Exhibit  B 

Summary  of  Strategic  Plan  Recommendations 


Category/Recommendation 

Responsibility 

Target 
Date 

Programming  and  Funding  (continued) 

11.  Update  the  Strategic  Plan  to  reflect  the  technical  and  financial 
feasibility  of  accelerating  the  delivery  of  Muni  rail  expansion  and 
trolley  coach  replacement/expansion  projects  when  Muni  and 
PUC  have  completed  the  appropriate  plans  (fleet,  facilities  and 
corridor)  to  provide  the  project  scope,  schedule,  cost  and  funding 
information  needed  for  such  an  evaluation. 

SFCTA 
Staff 

4/1/94 

Planning 

12.  Implement  system-level,  multimodal  planning  by  Sponsoring 
Agencies  to  produce  the  10  to  20-year  comprehensive  transpor- 
tation plans  called  for  by  the  Proposition  B  Expenditure  Plan. 
Such  planning  needs  to  identify  and  analyze  the  City's  overall 
transportation  issues/problems  and  to  document  needs  and  pri- 
orities for  multimodal  transportation  improvements. 

DCP/ 

Sponsoring 
Agencies 

7/1/95 

13.  Coordinate  system-level  multimodal  planning  by  Sponsoring 
Agencies  in  order  to  integrate  the  results  into  the  County's 
Congestion  Management  Plan  and  County  input  to  the  Regional 
Transportation  Plan. 

SFCTA 
Staff 

14.  Update  the  existing  fleet  plan  to  indicate  how  Muni  will 
(a)  comply  with  requirements  of  the  Clean  Air  Act  of  1990  and 
the  Americans  with  Disabilities  Act  of  1992  and  (b)  integrate  its 
fleet  replacement  and  expansion  with  rehabilitation  and  replace- 
ment of  its  O&M  facilities. 

Muni 
PUC 

12/31/93 

15.  Develop  a  preliminary  facilities  master  plan  with  the  project 
scope,  schedule,  cost,  and  funding  information  necessary  for 
Muni,  PUC,  and  the  Authority  to  effectively  sequence  facilities 
project  implementation  and  funding. 

Muni 
PUC 

12/31/93 

16.  Implement  an  ongoing  financial  capacity  assessment  capability 
io  provide  nrucage  oeiween  capital  ana  operauonai  ouogeung  oy 
evaluating  (a)  the  financial  impact  of  capital  projects  on  future 
operations  and  maintenance  (O&M)  costs  and  (b)  the  ability 
operate,  maintain  and  replace  capital  assets  under  baseline,  "best 
case"  and  "worst  case"  scenarios.  Authority  staff  will  utilize 
assessment  results  in  making  project  funding  recommendations 
to  the  Board. 

PUC 

~W  i  lni 
IVlUIll 

Ongoing 

17.  Establish  more  systematic,  conceptual-level  cost  estimating  prac- 
tices to  minimize  "surprises"  in  project  cost  estimates  upon 
completion  of  preliminary  engineering  of  projects.  Establish 
project  definition,  scheduling,  and  cost  estimating  procedures  for 
each  stage  of  the  capital  project  life  cycle. 

SFCTA 

Staff/PMO 

Consultant 

12/31/93 
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Exhibit  B 

Summary  of  Strategic  Plan  Recommendations 


i 

Target 
Date 

Category/Recommendation 

Responsibility 

Planning  (continued) 

1 8.  Develop  a  "rail"  master  program  strategy  and  priorities  for  fixed 
guideway  systems  in  San  Francisco,  as  recommended  by  the 
Authority's  Citizens  Advisory  Committee;  build  on  the  corridor 
planning  studies  to  the  extent  possible;  reflect  results  in  the  first 
update  of  the  Strategic  Plan. 

SFCTA 
Staff 

4/1/94 

19.  Utilize  the  City's  pavement  management  system  to  establish  a 
five-year  street  resurfacing  program,  including  project  priorities, 
estimated  costs  and  milestones  (i.e.,  design  start  date,  advertise 
date,  and  completion  date). 

DPW 

Annually 

20.  Conduct  a  condition  assessment  of  traffic  signalling  equipment 
and  establish  a  five-year  signal  upgrading  program,  including 
project  priorities,  estimated  costs  and  milestones  (i.e.,  design  start 
date,  advertise  date,  and  completion  date). 

DPT 

Annually 

21.  Finalize  the  Five-Year  Plan  for  transportation  systems  manage- 
ment (TSM)  programs;  obtain  concurrence  by  other  Sponsoring 
Agencies  and  obtain  approval  of  the  Authority. 

DCP 

7/1/94 

Cost  Containment 

22  Adoot  a  nolicv  to  ( ur$*e  the  Citv  to  exemnf  prant-fiinripri  Citv 
staff  positions  used  to  implement  the  Expenditure  Plan  from 
Citywide  personnel  hiring  freezes  and  promotions  with  backfill- 
ing of  positions  and  (b)  require  Sponsoring  Agencies  to  identify 
in  their  annual  applications  where  lack  of  or  elimination  of 
City-funded  positions  would  jeopardize  completion  of  an  Expen- 
diture Plan  project(s). 

SFCTA 
Board 

Project  Oversight 

23.  Adopt  a  policy  to  allow  Sponsoring  Agencies  or  the  Authority  to 
utilize  sales  tax  revenues  to  fund  "grant-getting"  positions,  so 
they  can  increase  the  financial  leverage  of  sales  tax  revenues  as 
matching  funds. 

SFCTA 
Board 

24.  Utilize  a  project  management  oversight/quality  assurance 
(PMO/QA)  consultant  to  actively  monitor  design,  construction 
and  start-up  of  Proposition  B  projects  costing  more  than  $10 
million.  (This  is  actually  concurring  with  a  recommendation  by 
the  Authority's  Project  Assessment  and  Oversight  Consultant.) 

SFCTA 
Staff 

25.  Continue  use  of  the  Strategic  Plan  Technical  Advisory  Commit- 
tee (TAC)  as  a  multi-agency,  working  level  forum  for  monitor- 
ing, evaluating  and  updating  the  Strategic  Plan. 

SFCTA 
Staff 
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1994  STRATEGIC  PLAN  UPDATE 


In  completing  this  Strategic  Plan,  Authority  staff  is  already  planning  to  update  it  in  the  next  9-12 
months.  The  next  update  of  the  Strategic  Plan  needs  to  focus  on  the  following  areas: 

•  Establishment  of  Productivity  and  Cost-Effectiveness  Goals 

The  Expenditure  Plan  specifically  authorizes  the  Authority  to  direct  Sponsoring  Agencies  to 
(a)  develop  productivity  and  cost-effectiveness  measures  and  standards,  (b)  establish  produc- 
tivity and  cost-effectiveness  goals  every  five  years,  and  (c)  report  progress  on  meeting  those 
goals  to  the  Authority  on  an  annual  basis.  By  the  next  update  of  the  Strategic  Plan,  the  Sponsoring 
Agencies  need  to  establish  such  goals  for  the  following  major  programs:  street  resurfacing, 
signal  upgrading,  paratransit  services  and  transportation  systems  management  (TSM). 

•  Alternatives  to  Accelerate  Delivery  of  Key  City  Programs 

Although  the  Authority  will  continually  explore  ways  to  accelerate  the  delivery  of  Proposition  B 
projects  and  programs,  it  is  particularly  interested  in  the  City's  ability  to  accelerate  the  delivery 
of  three  programs  that  are  key  to  the  effectiveness  of  San  Francisco's  congestion  management 
program: 

-  Street  resurfacing:  Eliminating  the  $80  million  backlog  of  City  streets  in  need  of  resurfac- 
ing and  ensuring  that  the  Department  of  Public  Works  (DPW)  has  the  funding  and  delivery 
capacity  to  stay  abreast  of  ongoing  pavement  management  needs. 

-  Signal  upgrading:  Documenting  the  results  of  a  traffic  signal  condition  assessment  to  be 
completed  by  the  Department  of  Parking  &  Traffic  (DPT),  so  DPT  and  the  Authority  can 
develop  a  full  funding  program  to  upgrade  existing  traffic  signals  and  install  new  ones  where 
necessary. 

-  Transit  preferential  streets:  Evaluating  the  results  of  the  Department  of  City  Planning 
(DCP),  Muni,  DPT  and  DPW  efforts  to  develop  a  Citywide  transit  preferential  streets  program. 

•  Evaluation  of  Muni's  Fleet  Plan  Update  and  Facilities  Master  Plan 

The  Strategic  Plan  recommends,  and  the  Authority  has  already  provided  funding  for,  Muni  to 
develop — or  update — more  detailed  plans  for  its  fleet  and  facilities  replacement  programs.  In 
particular,  Muni  needs  to  decide  how  it  will  comply  with  the  alternative  fuels  provisions  of  the 
Clean  Air  Act  of  1990,  so  that  such  decisions  can  be  used  to  program  sales  tax  revenue  and  other 
funding  for  (a)  motor  coach  and  trolley  replacement  and  (b)  the  facilities  needed  for  operation  and 
maintenance  of  the  surface  transit  fleet.  The  Authority  does  not  intend  to  fund  any  diesel  coach 
replacement  or  major  facility  projects  until  PUC-approved  plans  are  submitted  to  the  Authority. 

•  Financial  Capacity  Assessment  of  Muni's  Capital  Expansion  Program 

In  late  1993  or  early  1994,  PUC  will  revisit  the  Muni  capital  program  to  determine  the  financial 
feasibility  of  proceeding  with  up  to  $800  million  of  capital  expansion  projects.  This  includes 
both  the  rail  expansion  and  the  trolley  coach  replacement/expansion  "packages"  identified  on 
page  3  of  the  Strategic  Plan.  The  Authority's  Strategic  Plan  will  need  to  be  updated  to  reflect 
PUC  decisions  regarding  Muni's  capital  expansion  program  and  how  sales  tax  revenues  are  used 
to  fund  expansion  projects  identified  in  the  Expenditure  Plan.  This  may  include  lease-financing 
of  Muni  vehicles  and  facilities  as  well  as  debt  financing  of  corridor  construction. 
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Section  II 

Introduction  to  the 
Strategic  Plan 


INTRODUCTION  TO  THE  STRATEGIC  PLAN 


AUTHORITY  ROLES  AND  GOALS 

Exhibit  C  on  page  16  summarizes  the  Authority's  roles  and  responsibilities  as  (a)  the  administrator 
of  the  Proposition  B  sales  tax  program  and  (b)  the  Congestion  Management  Agency  (CMA)  for  the 
City  and  County  of  San  Francisco.  As  indicated  in  Exhibit  B,  the  Authority  is  a  planning, 
programming,  funding  and  oversight  agency: 

•  Planning:  The  Authority  is  responsible  for  (a)  allocating  funds  to  the  projects/programs  in  the 
Expenditure  Plan  and  (b)  ensuring  that  sponsoring  agencies  prepare  and  coordinate  the  long- 
range  and  five-year  plans  they  need  to  implement  Proposition  B  projects  and  programs.  The 
Authority  is  also  responsible  for  preparing  the  biennial  Congestion  Management  Plan  (CMP), 
including  the  nine-year  capital  improvement  program  of  projects  eligible  for  federal  and  State 
transportation  funds. 

•  Programming:  In  the  case  of  Proposition  B  projects/programs,  the  Authority  determines  project 
readiness  for  funding  consistent  with  the  priorities  in  the  Expenditure  Plan.  As  the  CMA,  the 
Authority  is  responsible  for  (a)  developing  multimodal  transportation  programming  criteria  and 
(b)  screening,  scoring  and  prioritizing  transportation  projects  for  State/federal  funding. 

•  Funding:  As  the  administrator  of  the  Proposition  B  transportation  program,  the  Authority  is 
responsible  for  (a)  authorizing  sales  tax  revenues  to  projects/programs  in  the  Expenditure  Plan 
and  (b)  reimbursing  Sponsoring  Agencies  for  eligible  project/program  costs. 

•  Oversight:  In  both  its  roles,  the  Authority  has  a  fiduciary  responsibility  to  ensure  that 
Sponsoring  Agencies  develop  and  implement  projects/programs  in  accordance  with  the  Propo- 
sition B  Expenditure  Plan  and  other  relevant  programming  documents. 

On  December  16,  1991,  the  Authority's  Board  of  Commissioners  adopted  the  following  Mission 
Statement: 

The  mission  of  the  San  Francisco  County  Transportation  Authority  is  to  enhance 
mobility  for  all  San  Franciscans,  expand  transportation  services,  reduce  congestion 
and  improve  air  quality. 

The  Authority's  Board  of  Commissioners  also  adopted  six  goals  and  24  objectives  in  support  of  the 
above  Mission  Statement.  Authority  goals  and  objectives  are  summarized  in  Exhibit  D  on  pages 
17-18  of  the  Strategic  Plan.  Together,  the  Authority's  Mission  Statement,  goals  and  objectives  have 
helped  establish  the  foundation  for  the  Strategic  Plan. 
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Exhibit  C 

San  Francisco  County  Transportation  Authority 


Goals  and  Objectives 


Goal  1 

Support  mass  transit  services  to 
promote  San  Francisco 's  transit 
first  policy,  in  accordance  with 
the  Proposition  B  Transporta- 
tion Expenditure  Plan. 

OBJECTIVE  1 

Develop  and  implement  policies 
to  ensure  that  the  mandated  share 
of  sales  tax  revenues  are  spent  on 
transit  improvements. 

OBJECTIVE  2 

Provide  grants  for  the  imple- 
mentation of  projects  from  the 
Muni  Capital  Improvement  Plan 
which  are  included  in  the  Expen- 
diture Plan  and  which  maximize 
the  use  of  federal  and  state  funds. 

OBJECTIVE  3 

Fund  and  direct  long-range  plan- 
ning and  development  of  future 
fixed  guideway  transit  service 
within  San  Francisco;  partici- 
pate in  multi-jurisdictional  plan- 
ning efforts  for  regional  fixed 
guideway  transit  service  and  as- 
sist in  funding  appropriate  pro- 
jects as  allowed  under  the  Trans- 
portation Expenditure  Plan. 


Goal  2 

Serve  as  the  City's  Congestion 
Management  Agency  by  sup- 
porting and  promoting  projects 
leading  to  the  reduction  of  traffic 
congestion  and  air  pollution 
through  enhancement  of  serv- 
ices for  transit,  carpools  and 
vanpools,  private  vehicles, 
goods  delivery  vehicles,  bicycles 
and  pedestrians. 

OBJECTIVE  1 

Maintain  eligibility  for  new 
State  funding  sources  by  devel- 
oping and  adopting  a  Congestion 
Management  Program  contain- 
ing State  required  elements. 

OBJECTIVE  2 

Ensure  that  City  transportation, 
land  use,  and  air  quality  im- 
provement policies  are  coordi- 
nated. 

OBJECTIVE  3 

Fund  programs  and  projects  to 
improve  the  efficiency  of  transit 
and  street  systems. 

OBJECTIVE  4 

Develop  a  seven-year,  multi- 
modal transportation  capital  im- 
provement program  with  priori- 
ties assigned  according  to 
regional  requirements. 


OBJECTIVE  5 

Participate  in  multi-jurisdic- 
tional planning  efforts  to  ensure 
that  expenditures  for  transporta- 
tion projects  are  compatible  with 
those  of  other  agencies  and 
neighboring  counties. 

Goal  3 

Facilitate  access  to  transporta- 
tion for  all  City  residents,  re- 
gardless of  income  or  physical 
disability. 

OBJECTIVE  1 

Fund  increases  in  paratransit 
services  to  meet  the  needs  of 
handicapped  residents,  the  frail 
elderly  and  people  with  AIDS, 
eliminating  the  waiting  list  for 
participation  in  the  paratransit 
program. 

OBJECTIVE  2 

Support  an  equitable  distribution 
of  projects  in  various  neighbor- 
hoods according  to  reasonable 
need. 

OBJECTIVE  3 

Comply  with  Americans  with 
Disabilities  Act  requirements  in 
all  new  vehicles  purchased  and 
facilities  constructed. 
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Exhibit  C 

San  Francisco  County  Transportation  Authority 


Goal  4 

Prudently  administer  the  expen- 
diture of  Proposition  B  sales  tax 
revenues  to  maximize  their  pro- 
ductivity. 

OBJECTIVE  1 

Develop  and  implement  strate- 
gic plan  which  estimates  future 
revenues  and  expenses  and  di- 
rects a  scheduling  of  Authority 
project  funding. 

OBJECTIVE  2 

Develop  a  plan  for  encouraging 
transportation  agencies  to  meet 
their  productivity  and  cost  effec- 
tiveness standards.  These  stand- 
ards will  be  developed  for  serv- 
ice provision  as  well  as  adminis- 
trative efficiency. 

OBJECTIVE  3 

Follow  sound  financial  manage- 
ment practices  to  control 
Authority  expenditure  of  funds. 

OBJECTIVE  4 

Develop  a  close  working  rela- 
tionship with  the  recipient  agen- 
cies, and  monitor  their  activities 
through  periodic  performance 
and  productivity  reports. 


Goals  and  Objectives 
Goal  5 

Improve  San  Francisco's  access 
to  regional,  state  and  federal 
transportation  funding  sources. 

OBJECTIVE  1 

Develop  and  implement  legisla- 
tive and  administrative  strate- 
gies to  obtain  funding  from  out- 
side sources. 

OBJECTIVE  2 

Advocate  legislation  favorable 
to  public  transit,  paratransit,  bi- 
cycle and  pedestrian,  and  urban 
roadway  projects. 

OBJECTIVE  3 

Coordinate  project  priorities 
with  regional  programming 
agencies  and  urge  inclusion  of 
Transportation  Expenditure  Plan 
projects  in  regional,  state,  and 
federal  programs. 

OBJECTIVE  4 

Use  the  Authority's  CMA  role  to 
create  an  advantageous  position 
for  the  City  in  competing  for 
regional,  state,  and  federal 
funds. 


OBJECTIVE  5 

Develop  and  implement  strate- 
gies for  receipt  of  funds  for  new 
and  innovative  transportation 
technologies. 

Goal  6 

Gather  public  input  in  the  trans- 
portation planning  process  and 
involve  the  public  in  transporta- 
tion decisions. 

OBJECTIVE  1 

Provide  staff  support  to  the 
Authority's  Citizens  Advisory 
Committee  (CAC). 

OBJECTIVE  2 

Solicit  CAC  recommendations 
for  Authority  decisions. 

OBJECTIVE  3 

Utilize  CAC  subcommittees  to 
advise  on  high  priority  transpor- 
tation issues,  including  transit 
corridor  projects. 

OBJECTIVE  4 

Solicit  community  input  at  pub- 
lic hearings  held  by  the  Author- 
ity on  transportation  issues. 
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STRATEGIC  PLANNING  CONTEXT  AND  PROCESS 


The  Authority's  Strategic  Plan  has  been  developed  in  a  very  complex  and  dynamic  environment, 
as  summarized  below: 

•  Agency  governance.  Exhibit  E  on  page  20  depicts  the  local,  regional,  State  and  federal  agencies 
involved  in  transportation  planning,  programming,  funding  and  implementation  of  Proposition  B 
projects  and  programs.  Accomplishment  of  these  functions  is  complicated  by  the  City's 
diffusion  of  governance  responsibilities  among  the  Mayor,  agency  commissions,  the  CAO  and 
the  Board  of  Supervisors. 

•  Planning  process.  During  the  past  16  months,  there  been  have  significant  changes  in  transpor- 
tation programming  and  funding  at  the  federal,  State  and  regional  levels: 

-  Federal  level:  In  December  1991,  the  President  signed  the  Intermodal  Surface  Transporta- 
tion Efficiency  Act  (ISTEA)  of  1991.  This  legislation,  which  reauthorized  federal  highway 
and  transit  programs  for  FY  1991/92  -  FY  1996/97,  consolidated  federal-aid  highway 
programs,  established  a  new  multi-purpose  block  grant,  increased  transit  funding,  and 
expedites  funding  for  transportation  projects  in  Clean  Air  Act  non-attainment  areas  for  ozone 
and  carbon  monoxide. 

-  State  level:  In  1992,  the  Legislature  passed  and  the  Governor  signed  SB  1435,  legislation 
conforming  State  transportation  planning,  programming  and  funding  to  ISTEA  require- 
ments and  making  CMA's  responsible  for  programming  federal  funds. 

-  Regional  level:  In  March  1992  and  1993,  the  Metropolitan  Transportation  Commission 
(MTC)  published  its  Annual  Report  to  Congress,  in  which  MTC  articulated  its  Joint  Urban 
Mobility  Program  (JUMP  Start)  of  infrastructure  projects  (i.e.,  streets,  rail  and  buses), 
focused  attention  on  schedules  to  speed  the  delivery  of  transportation  improvements  to  the 
public,  and  streamlined  critical  features  of  the  transportation  planning  and  programming 
processes. 

•  Budgetary  pressures.  The  City  and  County  of  San  Francisco  is  continuing  to  experience 
budgetary  pressures  in  its  General  Fund.  This  situation  is  exacerbated  by  the  budget  crisis  at  the 
State  level.  Such  budgetary  problems  make  it  very  difficult  for  Sponsoring  Agencies  to  plan 
and  program  capital  projects,  because  (a)  management  is  forced  to  spend  additional  time 
focusing  on  budget  development  and  approval  and  (b)  agencies  often  do  not  have  adequate 
capital  project  development  staff  due  to  operating  budget  cutbacks. 

•  Sales  tax  receipts.  During  FY  1991/92,  there  was  a  shortfall  in  the  Authority's  projected  sales 
tax  receipts.  In  December  1991,  the  Authority  revised  its  estimate  of  FY  1991/92  receipts  from 
$45  to  $41  million,  a  reduction  of  9%.  The  continuing  recession  in  California  creates  added 
uncertainty  regarding  sales  tax  receipts  during  the  nine-year  period  (FY  1992/93  -  FY  2000/01) 
covered  by  the  Strategic  Plan.  It  is  the  reason  we  are  using  a  relatively  low  growth  rate  of  5% 
for  Proposition  B  sales  tax  revenues  in  this  initial  Strategic  Plan. 

Recognizing  this  complex  and  changing  context,  the  Authority's  Strategic  Plan  has  been  developed 
through  a  very  interactive  and  participative  process,  depicted  in  Exhibit  F  on  page  21. 
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Exhibit  F 
Strategic  Planning  Process 


Proposition  B  Strategic  Plan 

•  Executive  Summary 

•  Final  Report 

•  Appendices 


Muni  Capital  Program  Update 

•  Financial  Capacity  Assessment 

•  Muni  Capital  Project  Priorities 

•  Capital  Replacement  Program 

•  Technical  &  Managerial  Assessment 
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Working  Paper  #5: 

Pay-As-You-Go  Versus 
Financing  Analysis/ 
Recommendations 
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Working  Paper  #4: 

Preliminary 
FY  1992/93-1998/99 
Funding  Plan 


Strategic  Plan  Policies 

•  Programming  and  Funding 

•  Lease  and  Debt  Financing 

•  Cost  Containment 

•  Project  Oversight 


J 


Sales  Tax 
Revenue  Fore- 
casting/Cash 

Flow  Model 


Working  Paper  #3: 

Project  Delivery  and 
Funding  Scenarios 


Financial 

Capacity 

Assessment 

Model 

Project 
Data  base 


Working  Paper  #2: 

Project  Worksheets, 
Cost  Matrices,  and  Cash 
Flow  Statements 


Proposition  B 
Strategic  Planning 
Work  Program 


Working  Paper  #1: 

Eligible 
Project  Costs 


Strategic  Plan  Policies 

•  Capital  Cost  Eligibility 

•  O&M  Cost  Eligibility 

•  Financial  Leverage 

•  Maintenance  of  Effort 


Strategic  Planning  Tools 


Strategic  Planning  Analyses 


Strategic  Planning  Documents 
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Institutional  Context 


There  are  six  key  decision  makers  indicated  in  Exhibit  E  that  are  involved  in  the  planning, 
programming,  funding  and  implementation  of  Proposition  B  projects: 

•  Metropolitan  Transportation  Commission  is  the  regional  transportation  planning  agency 
(RTPA)  responsible  for  development  and  approval  of  the  regional  input  to  the  Statewide 
Transportation  Improvement  Program  (SUP)  as  well  as  the  metropolitan  planning  organiza- 
tion (MPO)  responsible  for  the  region's  input  to  the  federal  Transportation  Improvement 
Program  (TIP). 

•  San  Francisco  County  Transportation  Authority  is  responsible  for  programming  and  funding 
the  Proposition  B  sales  tax  revenues  and  programming  ISTEA  and  congestion  management 
projects  for  the  County. 

•  Board  of  Supervisors  is  responsible  for  approving  the  budget  development/execution  and 
overseeing  the  performance  of  City  and  County  departments  and  agencies.  The  Board  is  also 
responsible  for  appointment  of  the  Chief  Administrative  Officer  (CAO). 

•  Mayor  is  responsible  for  appointing  the  members  of  the  commissions  that,  in  turn,  hire  and  fire 
the  chief  executive  officers  of  the  following  departments  indicated  in  Exhibit  E: 

-  Department  of  City  Planning 

-  Department  of  Parking  and  Traffic 

-  Port  of  San  Francisco 

-  Public  Utilities  Commission 

-  Redevelopment  Agency. 

•  Chief  Administrative  Officer  is  responsible  for  appointing  the  Director  of  Public  Works, 
chairing  the  Capital  Improvements  Advisory  Committee  (CIAC),  and  directing  the  Waterfront 
Transportation  Projects  Office  (WTPO). 

•  Public  Utilities  Commission  is  responsible  for  transit  policy  development  and  financial 
management  of  the  Municipal  Railway  (as  well  as  Hetch  Hetchy  and  the  Water  Department). 

Strategic  Planning  Process 

The  Proposition  B  strategic  planning  process  consisted  of  four  key  elements: 

•  Use  of  working  papers  indicated  in  Exhibit  F  as  "building  blocks"  to  help  document  key  issues, 
findings  and  conclusions  throughout  the  strategic  planning  process  and  thereby  build  a  consen- 
sus for  the  resulting  Strategic  Plan 

•  Formulation  of  Strategic  Plan  policies  to  serve  as  the  foundation  for  making  key  decisions 
regarding  project  programming  and  funding 

•  Development  of  a  project  data  base  of  information  on  the  scope,  schedule,  cost  and  funding 
of  the  49  capital  improvement  projects  (and  more  sub-projects)  in  the  Expenditure  Plan 

•  Customization  of  financial  planning  models  for  ongoing  use  by  Authority  staff  in  updating  the 

Strategic  Plan. 
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CONTENT  OF  THE  STRATEGIC  PLAN 


The  remainder  of  this  Strategic  Plan  is  a  distillation  of  all  the  financial  analyses,  working  papers, 
Technical  Advisory  Committee  (TAC)  discussions,  and  detailed  meetings  with  Sponsoring  Agen- 
cies during  the  past  16  months.  It  is  divided  into  two  remaining  chapters  and  four  appendices: 

Chapters 

•  Chapter  in  presents  the  recommended  FY  1 992/93  -  FY  1 998/99  funding  program  and  attendant 
recommendations.  It  also  summarizes  the  funding  policies  and  criteria  used  to  develop  the 
nine-year  funding  plan.  Finally,  it  identifies  the  key  financial  issues  considered  in  the  course  of 
developing  the  Strategic  Plan. 

•  Chapter  IV  presents  an  overall  framework  for  planning  and  administration  of  the  Proposition  B 
sales  tax  program.  It  also  recommends  planning  and  programming  processes  to  develop  the 
long-range  plans,  five-year  program  plans  and  annual  reporting  envisioned  in  the  Expenditure 
Plan.  Finally,  it  identifies  potential  cost  savings  and  implementation  problem  areas  for  the 
Sponsoring  Agencies  to  consider  as  they  develop  the  required  plans  and  programs. 

Appendices 

•  Appendix  A  provides  a  relatively  brief  description  of  the  49  projects  and  programs  in  the 
Expenditure  Plan.  In  particular,  it  depicts  the  project  benefit  and  funding  profiles  established  by 
staff  of  the  Sponsoring  Agencies.  Such  profiles  were  instrumental  in  the  initial  screening  and 
grouping  of  projects  for  FY  1992/93  -  FY  2000/01  funding. 

•  Appendix  B  summarizes  project  funding  and  delivery  scenarios  developed  and  evaluated  during 
(a)  the  Authority's  strategic  planning  process  and  (b)  the  recently  completed  PUC  financial 
capacity  assessment  of  the  Muni  capital  program. 

•  Appendix  C  describes  some  financing  candidates  for  PUC  and  the  Authority  to  consider  when 
PUC  revisits  the  Muni  capital  expansion  program  within  the  next  9-12  months.  Appendix  C 
identifies  the  type  of  lease  and  debt  financing  instruments  currently  available  to  PUC  and  the 
Authority  if  and  when  they  choose  to  use  financing  to  accelerate  project  delivery.  Finally, 
Appendix  C  identifies  some  of  the  benefits  and  costs  of  financing  (versus  pay-as-you-go 
funding). 
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Section  III 
Funding  Plan 


FUNDING  PLAN 


Chapter  HI  presents  the  recommended  FY  1992/93  -  FY  2000/01  funding  plan  and  attendant 
recommendations.  It  also  summarizes  the  guidelines  used  to  develop  the  nine-year  funding  plan. 

SALES  TAX  FUNDING  POLICIES 

This  initial  Strategic  Plan  is  based  on  (a)  20  policy  statements  adopted  by  the  Authority's  Board  of 
Commissioners  in  April  1992,  (b)  four  funding  guidelines  developed  by  the  consultants  for  interim 
use  by  Authority  staff,  (c)  seven  additional  policy  statements  being  recommended  to  the  Board,  and 
(d)  three  Board  policies  that  existed  before  the  strategic  planning  process  began. 

Board  Funding  Policies 

Existing  and  proposed  Board  policies  are  spelled  out  in  Exhibit  G  on  pages  26-27  of  the  Strategic 
Plan.  They  are  further  summarized  below: 

•  Capita]  cost  eligibility.  The  Expenditure  Plan  requires  the  Authority  to  direct  all  Sponsoring 
Agencies  to  develop  (a)  five-year  program  plans  describing  services  and  capital  improvements 
and  (b)  annual  productivity  and  cost-effectiveness  goals.  The  intent  of  the  voters  was  to  focus 
Proposition  B  revenues  directly  towards  producing  the  projects  and  programs  in  an  efficient 
manner,  and  to  limit  funding  of  ongoing  administrative  costs  not  directly  related  to  the 
implementation  of  projects  and  programs.  Exhibit  G  has  14  policy  statements  to  provide  further 
guidance  regarding  use  of  sales  tax  revenues  for  accomplishing  capital  purposes  of  the  Expen- 
diture Plan. 

•  Incremental  O&M  cost  eligibility.  Authority  funding  for  operations  and  maintenance  are  to 
be  limited  to  the  incremental  costs  associated  with  the  implementation  of  new  services  as 
specified  in  the  Expenditure  Plan.  Incremental  costs  are  defined  as  solely  those  costs  that  would 
clearly  not  have  otherwise  been  incurred  in  the  absence  of  new  service.  Exhibit  G  has  two  policy 
statements  to  clarify  sales  tax  funding  of  incremental  O&M  costs. 

•  Maintenance  of  effort  Both  the  Authority's  enabling  legislation  and  the  Expenditure  Plan 
stipulate  that  sales  tax  revenues  are  to  be  used  to  supplement  and  not  replace  existing  local 
revenues  used  for  transportation  purposes.  Exhibit  G  has  three  policy  statements  to  clarify 
maintenance-of-effort  requirements. 

•  Financial  leverage.  The  Expenditure  Plan  indicated  a  required  split  of  sales  tax  and  other 
funding  for  each  project/program.  Moreover,  estimated  costs  of  the  transportation  projects  and 
programs  in  the  Expenditure  Plan  exceed  anticipated  sales  tax  revenues  by  approximately  30%. 
Accordingly,  the  Authority  needs  to  encourage  Sponsoring  Agencies  to  maximize  the  use  of 
sales  tax  revenues  as  matching  funds  for  State  and  federal  funding.  Exhibit  G  has  three  policy 
statements  to  clarify  financial  leverage  requirements. 

•  Programming  and  funding.  Authority  staff  view  the  Strategic  Plan  as  a  funding  program. 
Exhibit  G  has  six  policy  statements  to  clarify  the  programming  and  funding  implications  of  the 
Strategic  Plan. 

Suggested  changes  to  the  Board  policies  adopted  in  April  1992  are  indicated  in  italics  in  Exhibit  G. 
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Exhibit  G 

San  Francisco  County  Transportation  Authority 


Strategic  Plan  Policies 


Capital  Cost  Eligibility 

POLICY  1 

Require  all  projects  for  which 
Proposition  B  funds  are  requested  to 
be  included  in  the  appropriate 
multi-year  program  plans  (Short 
Range  Transit  Plan,  City  Capital 
Management  Plan,  Congestion 
Management  Plan,  Regional  Trans- 
portation Improvement  Program, 
Statewide  Transportation  Improve- 
ment Program,  or  Transportation 
Improvement  Program)  if  Proposi- 
tion B  revenues  are  being  used  as 
matching  funds  for  regional,  State, 
or  federal  funds;  such  funding  must 
be  included  in  appropriate  program- 
ming documents. 

POLICY  2 

Utilize  Authority  capital  program- 
ming policies,  criteria,  and  stand- 
ards for  Proposition  B  projects  and 
programs  that  are  funded  exclu- 
sively by  the  Authority,  provided 
that  the  resultant  programming  is 
consistent  with  the  Proposition  B 
Expenditure  Plan. 

POLICY  3 

Require  documentation  of  eligible 
capital  costs  and  related  terms  and 
conditions  in  an  Authority  grant 
contract  with  a  Sponsoring 
Agency(ies);  this  includes  both  gen- 
eral and  project-specific  terms  and 
conditions. 

POLICY  4 


POLICY  5 

Utilize  the  eligible  project  cost 
guidelines,  accounting  definitions 
and  conventions  of  other  grantor 
agencies  when  using  Proposition  B 
revenues  to  match  State  or  federal 
funding;  any  exceptions  must  be 
documented  in  the  grant  contract 

POLICY  6 

Allow  sponsoring  departments  to 
budget  for  contingencies  during  the 
conceptual  design,  preliminary  en- 
gineering, and  final  design  of  pro- 
jects; such  contingencies  must  be 
documented  in  the  grant  contract; 
withhold  Authority  reimbursement 
for  contingencies  until  it  is  re- 
quested and  documented  by  the 
Sponsoring  Agency. 

POLICY  7 

Allow  indirect  costs  based  on  a 
State-  or  federally -approved  and 
externally  audited  plan  for  the 
Sponsoring  Agency,  excluding 
Citywide  overhead  (COWCAP) 
and  paid  time-off  for  indirect  labor; 
the  Authority  will  not  fund  ineligi- 
ble costs  disallowed  by  the  State  or 
federal  agency  that  approves  the 
cost  allocation  plan. 

POLICY  8 

Limit  the  total  amount  of  Proposi- 
tion B  capital  funds  used  for  indirect 
cost  recovery  to  the  pro  rata  share 
identified  in  the  audited  cost  alloca- 
tion plan  as  defined  above. 


POLICY  9 

Link  authorization  of  capital  funds 
to  achievement  of  productivity  and 
cost-effectiveness  objectives  to  be 
documented  in  the  five-year  plans 
required  by  the  Expenditure  Plan 
and  the  Congestion  Management 
Plan. 

POLICY  10 

Require  Sponsoring  Agencies  to  re- 
port at  least  quarterly  on  the  pro- 
gress of  Proposition  B  projects  and 
programs  as  prescribed  in  their 
grant  contracts. 

POLICY  11 

Utilize  at  least  a  quarterly  billing 
procedure  to  reimburse  Sponsoring 
Agencies  for  eligible  costs  on  pro- 
jects/program; any  exceptions  to 
this  procedure  must  be  documented 
in  the  grant  contract 

POLICY  12 

Establish  a  standard  grant  contract 
provision  to  enable  the  Authority  to 
audit  expenditure  of  Proposition  B 
funds  during  project  implementa- 
tion and  for  three  years  after  project 
completion. 

POLICY  13 

Disallow  debt  financing  transaction 
costs  incurred  by  the  Sponsoring 
Agencies  as  eligible  for  reimburse- 
ment with  Proposition  B  funds,  un- 
less approved  by  the  Authority  in 
advance. 

POLICY  14 


"Cap"  Proposition  B  funding  of 
capital  costs  at  the  project-level 
amounts  in  the  Expenditure  Plan; 
within  such  "caps,"  allow  the  Spon- 
soring Agencies  flexibility  in  apply- 
ing for  Proposition  B  funds. 


Allow  Sponsoring  Agencies  and/or 
the  Authority  to  utilize  sales  tax 
revenues  to  fund  "grant-getting" 
positions,  so  they  can  increase  the 
financial  leverage  of  sales  tax  reve- 
nues as  matching  funds. 
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Exhibit  G 

San  Francisco  County  Transportation  Authority 


Incremental  O&M  Cost 
Eligibility 

POLICY  1 

Limit  Proposition  B  funding  of  in- 
cremental O&M  costs  to  those  pro- 
jects and  programs  which  list  O&M 
estimates  in  the  Expenditure  Plan, 
escalated  as  appropriate;  further 
limit  such  funding  to  the  amount  of 
the  overall  project  "cap"  less  the 
actual  or  proposed  amount  used  for 
capital  purposes;  within  such 
"caps,"  allow  the  Sponsoring  Agen- 
cies flexibility  in  applying  for 
Proposition  B  funds  to  pay  for  direct 
incremental  O&M  costs  as  docu- 
mented in  the  grant  contracts. 

POLICY  2 

Link  authorization  of  incremental 
O&M  funds  to  achievement  of  pro- 
ductivity and  cost-effectiveness  ob- 
jectives to  be  documented  in  the 
five-year  plans  required  by  the  Ex- 
penditure Plan  and  the  Congestion 
Management  Plan;  achievement  of 
such  objectives  will  be  evaluated 
annually  by  the  Authority  (during 
its  review  and  approval  of  the  five- 
year  program  plans). 

Maintenance  of  Effort 

POLICY  1 

Limit  the  MOE  requirement  to  capi- 
tal funding,  because  Proposition  B 
funds  can  be  used  for  direct  incre- 
mental O&M  costs. 

POLICY  2 

Require  Sponsoring  Agencies  to  docu- 
ment the  MOE  baseline  for  the  Expen- 
diture Plan  subcategory  into  which  the 
project  falls;  allow  Sponsoring  Agen- 
cies to  negotiate  an  MOE  baseline  and 
escalation  rates  to  be  approved  by  the 
Authority  and  included  in  the  grant 
contract  for  the  project 


Strategic  Plan  Policies 

POLICY  3 

Require  Sponsoring  Agencies  to  re- 
port on  their  maintenance  of  effort 
in  using  non-Proposition  B  funds 
for  projects  and  programs  when  re- 
questing Proposition  B  funds;  have 
the  City  Controller  certify  such 
MOE  reports  during  the  funding 
application  process. 

Financial  Leverage 

POLICY  1 

Require  Sponsoring  Agencies  to 
achieve  the  financial  leverage  of  Prop- 
osition B  funds  for  each  subcate- 
gory— not  necessarily  each  project — 
indicated  in  the  Expenditure  Plan. 

POLICY  2 

Encourage  Sponsoring  Agencies  to 
maximize  financial  leverage  for 
listed  capital  projects  costing  more 
than  $10  million  each. 

POLICY  3 

Encourage  Sponsoring  Agencies  to 
maximize  State  and/or  federal 
matching  funds  for  all  other  Expen- 
diture Plan  projects/programs  but 
not  at  the  cost  of  significant  delays 
in  project/program  implementation. 

Financing 

POLICY  1 

Allocate  financing  costs  (le.,  trans- 
actions costs  and  interest  expense)  to 
projects  necessitating  the  financing. 

Programming  and  Funding 

POLICY  1 

Ensure  conformance  with  the 
required  60/30/8/2  funding  split  by 
June  30, 2001  and  again  by  March  31, 
2010;  report  cumulatively  obligated 
amounts  to  the  Board  annually. 


POLICY  2 

Utilize  established  fiscal  and  pro- 
gram criteria  in  considering  Priority 
2  &  3  projects  for  funding  before  all 
the  Priority  1  projects  are  funded. 

POLICY  3 

Require  Sponsoring  Agencies  to 
obtain  Authority  approval  before 
they  can  pass  through  funds  to  an- 
other City/County  department  or  a 
private  not-for-profit  agency. 

POLICY  4 

Request  City  Controller  to  recognize 
multi-year  funding  commitments 
when  they  are  documented  in  Author- 
ity funding  resolutions  as  sufficient 
to  certify  availability  of  sales  tax 
revenues  for  Sponsoring  Agencies 
to  proceed  with  procurements  with- 
out full  obligation  of  funds  until 
needed  for  reimbursement. 

POLICY  5 

Deflate  sales  tax  funding  for  pro- 
jects and  programs  based  on  the 
year  of  obligation  (rather  than  the 
year  of  drawdown)  in  order  to  pro- 
vide incentives  for  timely  applica- 
tion and  expenditure  of  sales  tax 
funds. 

POLICY  6 

Allow  Sponsoring  Agencies  to  apply 
for  reallocating  sales  tax  funds 
among  projects  with  Expenditure 
Plan  subcategories  when  they  can 
demonstrate  full  funding  of  projects 
and  programs.  For  projects,  this  is 
after  construction  and  one  full fiscal 
year  of  operation  (so  as  to  docu- 
ment actual,  incremental  O&M 
costs).  For  programs,  this  requires 
a  detailed  inventory  of  needs  as  well 
as  a  multi-year  plan  for  satisfying 
such  needs. 
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SALES  TAX  PROGRAMMING  STRATEGY 


The  Authority's  strategy  for  programming  Proposition  B  sales  tax  revenue  is  based  on  the  following 
principles: 

•  Conservative  funding  baseline.  Establish  a  conservative  federal  funding  baseline  that  provides 
a  strong  degree  of  certainty  regarding  the  availability  of  funds  which  sales  tax  revenue  is  being 
used  to  leverage. 

•  Multi-year  funding  commitments.  Utilize  conservative  estimates  of  federal,  State,  and  re- 
gional resources  to  establish  and  adopt  multi-year  sales  tax  funding  commitments  to  Proposition 
B  projects  and  programs  that  are  consistent  with  Authority  programming  guidelines  and  criteria. 

•  Requests  for  additional  funding.  Ask  for  as  much  federal  and  State  funding  as  the  Sponsoring 
Agencies  can  justify  to  deliver  projects  and  programs  within  the  nine-year  window  of  the 
Strategic  Plan,  even  if  this  amounts  to  more  of  the  region's  funding  than  San  Francisco  is  likely 
to  receive  under  the  baseline  scenario. 

•  Letters  of  No  Prejudice.  In  the  case  of  Muni's  $900  million  fleet  replacement  program,  ask 
FTA  for  Letters  of  No  Prejudice  (LONP's)  to  proceed  with  vehicle  replacement  projects  where 
the  Authority  is  overmatching  federal  funds  due  to  the  shortage  of — or  delays  in  the  receipt 
of — federal  funds. 

•  Contingency  plan  for  additional  federal  funds.  Develop  and  maintain  a  contingency  plan  of 
what  PUC  and  the  Authority  will  do  with  additional  Section  3,  Section  9,  STP  and  CMAQ  funds 
that  San  Francisco  receives  if  ISTEA  appropriations  increase  from  60%  to  75%  to  90%  to  100% 
of  authorized  levels. 

•  Federal  funding  advances.  Take  advantage  of  FTA' s  recently  established  two-part  policy  that 
(a)  temporarily  waives  the  need  for  Section  9  matching  funds  and  (b)  allows  PUC  to  draw  down 
100%  of  the  federal  funds  needed  to  pay  the  first  80%  of  project  costs  funded  with  Section  3 
and  9  grants.  Identify  what  the  Authority  will  do  with  the  sales  tax  funds  freed  up  by  the  federal 
funding  advances. 

Below  is  a  further  elaboration  of  these  principles  and  the  financial  analyses  used  to  develop  the  sales 
tax  funding  program. 

Conservative  Federal  Funding  Baseline 

The  Strategic  Plan  recognizes  the  need  to  leverage  sales  tax  revenue  in  order  to  obtain  the  most 
"bang  for  the  buck"  of  local  sales  tax  dollars.  This  is  essential  in  the  case  of  Muni's  $2.3  billion 
worth  of  capital  replacement  and  expansion  needs.  However,  the  Strategic  Plan  also  reflects  the  fact 
that,  to  date,  the  Administration  and  the  Congress  have  only  appropriated  60%  of  the  ISTEA  funding 
authorizations  enacted  in  December  1991.  Accordingly,  the  Strategic  Plan — and  Muni's  existing 
capital  program — are  based  on  federal  funding  at  60%  of  the  ISTEA  authorization  levels.  This 
provides  a  strong  degree  of  certainty  regarding  the  baseline  of  federal  funds  which  sales  tax  revenue 
is  being  used  to  leverage. 
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FY  1992/93  -  FY  2000/01  SALES  TAX  FUNDING  PROGRAM 


The  recommended  sales  tax  funding  program  is  divided  into  the  following  three  schedules: 

•  Capital  obligation  schedule.  Exhibit  H  on  pages  30-31  indicates  the  recommended  schedule 
for  obligating  the  $376  million  in  sales  tax  revenue  for  capital  projects  and  programs.  As 
indicated  at  the  bottom  of  Exhibit  H  (page  31),  the  Authority  can  obligate  sales  tax  revenue  to 
fully  satisfy  the  recommended  multi-year  funding  commitments  on  a  pay-as-you-go  basis. 
Unobligated  funds  drop  to  around  $3  million  in  FY  1995/96  and  then  continue  to  rise  to 
$130  million  by  FY  2000/01. 

Although  there  is  $130  million  in  sales  tax  revenue  that  is  not  programmed  for  specific  projects, 
more  than  90%  of  the  $130  million  will  only  be  available  in  the  final  four  years  of  the  Strategic 
Plan's  time  horizon  (FY  1997/98  -  FY  2000/01).  This  means  there  is  less  than  $10  million  for 
"discretionary"  sales  tax  funding  in  FY  1993/94  through  FY  1996/97.  Accordingly,  the 
Authority  will  continue  to  work  closely  with  the  Sponsoring  Agencies  to  defer  appropriation  of 
sales  tax  revenues  to  meet  multi-year  programming  commitments  until  such  funds  are  actually 
needed  for  drawdown. 

•  Incremental  O&M  funding  projections.  Exhibit  I  on  pages  32-33  projects  sales  tax  funding 
of  the  incremental  O&M  costs  associated  with  eligible  capital  projects  that  will  be  completed 
within  the  nine-year  funding  window.  This  does  not  guarantee  Sponsoring  Agencies  that  such 
projects  will  actually  receive  sales  tax  funding  of  incremental  O&M  costs.  Funding  requests  for 
incremental  O&M  funding  must  compete  with  projects/programs  not  having  program  status  in 
the  annual  funding  cycle. 

•  Sales  tax  cash  flow  projections.  Exhibit  J  on  pages  34-35  projects  the  Authority's  sales  tax 
cash  flow  based  on  current  project  implementation  schedules,  anticipated  spending  curves,  and 
drawdown  of  federal  funding  as  permitted  under  FTA's  new  policy. 

Because  the  Authority  will  be  utilizing  nearly  all  its  obligation  authority  in  the  next  several  years 
while  it  has  large  cash  balances,  it  is  essential  to  get  the  City  Controller's  support  of  the  policy 
recommendation  (Programming  and  Funding  Policy  4  on  page  27)  to  recognize  Authority  Board 
resolutions  as  sufficient  to  certify  availability  of  sales  tax  revenue  for  procurement  and  construction 
costs. 
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Financial  Leverage  of  Sales  Tax  Revenue 


Together  with  previously  authorized  sales  tax  funding  ($88  million),  the  recommended  $372  million 
sales  tax  program  will  leverage  an  additional  $1.4  billion  in  federal,  State  and  regional  funding  for 
all  the  capital  projects  and  programs  in  the  Proposition  B  Expenditure  Plan,  as  indicated  in  Exhibit  K 
on  the  page  37.  On  average,  each  dollar  of  sales  tax  revenue  is  being  used  to  leverage  $3.06  of 
federal,  State,  regional  and  other  local  funding  for  transportation  improvements.  The  table  below 
breaks  down  the  financial  leverage  associated  with  the  recommended  sales  tax  program. 


Financial  Leverage  of  Sales  Tax  Funding 

Expenditure  Plan  Category 

Total  Cost 

Federal  Funding 

State  Funding 

Regional/Other 

Sales  Tax 

Millions 

Share 

Millions 

Share 

Millions 

Share 

Millions 

Share 

Transit 

1,458.0 

739.6 

51% 

327.4 

22% 

131.0 

9% 

260.0 

18% 

Streets  &  Traffic  Safety 

330.1 

83.2 

25% 

9.1 

3% 

91.1 

28% 

146.8 

44% 

Paratransit 

45.1 

0.0 

0% 

0.0 

0% 

0.0 

0% 

45.1 

100% 

Transportation  Systems  MgmL 

36.1 

1.0 

3% 

0.9 

2% 

25.8 

72% 

8.4 

23% 

Total  -  Expenditure  Plan 

1,869.4 

823.8 

44% 

337.3 

18% 

247.9 

13% 

460.3 

25% 
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CONTINGENCY  PLAN  FOR  INCREASED  FEDERAL  FUNDING 

There  is  a  significant  possibility  that  the  City  may  receive  more  federal  funding  than  would  be 
provided  at  the  60%  ISTEA  appropriations  level  that  is  assumed  in  the  Muni  capital  program  and 
in  the  Authority's  recommended  sales  tax  funding  program.  This  could  occur  as  a  result  of: 

•  Increased  ISTEA  appropriations.  The  Administration  has  requested  a  $3  billion  increase  in 
the  Department  of  Transportation's  FY  1993/94  budget  over  the  FY  1992/93  level.  Such  a 
request  would  significantly  increase  ISTEA  appropriations  beyond  the  60%  of  authorized  levels 
to  date. 

•  Additional  Section  9  allocations  to  PUC.  Conceivably,  PUC  could  receive  additional  Section  9 
funds  if  Muni  facilities  and  equipment  replacement  projects  score  well  in  the  regional  compe- 
tition for  such  funds. 

•  LONP  Funding.  PUC  is  likely  to  receive  some  additional  federal  funding  of  the  recommended 
LONP's  for  vehicle  replacement  projects,  particularly  Section  3  fixed  guideway  funds  for 
replacement  LRV's  and  Section  3  bus  funds  for  diesel  or  trolley  coach  replacement. 

Regardless  of  the  reason  for  increased  federal  funding,  it  is  essential  for  PUC  and  the  Authority  to 
have  a  contingency  plan  for  programming  the  use  of  increased  federal  funding  that  may  become 
available.  Exhibit  L  on  the  opposite  page  summarizes  a  recommended  strategy  for  using  additional 
Section  3  fixed  guideway,  Section  3  bus,  and  Section  9  formula  funds  available  at  the  75%,  90% 
and  100%  ISTEA  appropriations  levels.  Below  are  the  highlights  of  the  contingency  plan: 

•  Section  3  fixed  guideway  funds.  Under  the  Muni  capital  replacement  program  adopted  by  PUC 
on  February  23,  1993,  additional  Section  3  fixed  guideway  funds  should  be  used  to  increase 
federal  participation  in  the  replacement  LRV's  and  the  Advanced  Train  Control  System  (ATCS) 
project.  If  PUC  subsequently  adopts  the  Muni  capital  expansion  program,  nearly  $75  million  of 
these  funds  could  be  used  to  purchase  expansion  LRV's  and/or  to  build  the  Metro  East  LRV 
maintenance  and  storage  facility.  If  PUC  does  not  adopt  the  Muni  capital  expansion  program, 
then  additional  funds  could  free  up  $68  million  in  sales  tax  and  bridge  toll  revenues  for  other 
vehicle  replacement  and  rail  projects,  respectively. 

•  Section  3  bus  funds.  Under  the  Muni  capital  project  priorities  adopted  by  PUC,  $21  million  of 
these  discretionary  funds  would  be  used  to  acquire  and  rehabilitate  a  central  maintenance  facility. 
Another  $67  million  should  be  used  to  redevelop  the  Presidio  trolley  garage  and  to  purchase  the 
20  standard  and  188  articulated  trolley  coaches  needed  around  the  end  of  the  decade.  This 
preserves  sales  tax  revenues  for  additional  Muni  vehicle  replacement  in  the  final  nine  years  of 
the  Expenditure  Plan,  or,  if  Muni  vehicle  replacement  needs  in  FY  2001/02  -  FY  2009/10  are 
fully  met,  enables  PUC  to  shift  remaining  funds  to  other  transit  projects. 

•  Section  9  formula  funds.  Under  the  Muni  capital  replacement  program  adopted  by  PUC,  the 
first  $44  million  in  additional  Section  9  formula  funds  should  be  used  to  increase  federal 
participation  in  the  replacement  of  Muni's  diesel  coaches.  The  next  $27  million  should  be  used 
to  fund  additional  facilities  rehabilitation  and  equipment  replacement  projects.  The  final 
$67  million  in  Section  9  funds  could  be  used  to  build  the  Metro  East  LRV  maintenance  and 
storage  facility.  If  the  PUC  does  not  adopt  the  Muni  capital  expansion  program,  then  the  final 
$67  million  in  Section  9  funds  could  be  used  to  increase  the  leverage  of  sales  tax  funding  for 
facilities  rehabilitation  and  equipment  replacement  projects. 
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PROGRAMMING  AND  FUNDING  RECOMMENDATIONS 


1.  Adopt  the  seven  additional  Strategic  Plan  policies  regarding  programming  of  sales  tax  funds. 
Those  Board  policies  are  contained  in  Chapter  HI  of  the  Strategic  Plan. 

2.  Utilize  the  Muni  capital  program  priorities  adopted  by  the  PUC  on  February  23,  1993  for 
programming  sales  tax  funds  and  advocacy  of  federal/State  funds. 

3.  Adopt  an  overall  pay-as-you-go  funding  strategy  (versus  lease  or  debt  financing)  until  the  next 
update  of  this  Strategic  Plan,  by  which  time  the  Sponsoring  Agencies  should  have  the  docu- 
mentation required  for  the  Authority  to  determine  the  need  for  as  well  as  the  technical/financial 
feasibility  and  cost-effectiveness  of  lease  or  debt  financing. 

4.  Adopt  the  $376  million  multi-year  (FY  1992/93  -  FY  2000/01)  funding  program  detailed  in 
Exhibit  A  on  pages  6-7  of  the  Strategic  Plan. 

5.  Reserve  $52  million  for  three  years  of  debt  service  on  Bayshore  Corridor  construction  financing. 

6.  Conduct  an  annual  funding  cycle  to  appropriate  sales  tax  funds  against  multi-year  commitments 
and  to  consider  Sponsoring  Agency  requests  for  other  project  funding. 

7.  Modify  the  Authority's  existing  60/30/8/2  funding  split  policy  to  require  conformance  to  the 
percentages  in  the  Expenditure  Plan  by  June  30,  2001  and  again  by  March  31,  2010;  report 
cumulatively  obligated  amounts  to  the  Board  annually. 

8.  Apply  for  sales  tax  funding  of  capital  project/program  costs  according  to  the  amounts  and 
schedule  in  Exhibit  H  on  pages  30-31  of  the  Strategic  Plan. 

9.  Apply  for  sales  tax  funding  of  incremental  operations  and  maintenance  (O&M)  costs  according 
to  the  amounts  and  the  schedule  in  Exhibit  I  on  pages  32-33  of  the  Strategic  Plan  and  consistent 
with  Board  policies  regarding  eligibility  and  funding  of  incremental  O&M  costs. 

10.  Apply  for  sales  tax  funding  of  project  not  having  "program"  status  based  on  needs,  priorities 
and  justification  documented  in  the  current  Five-Year  Plans. 

11.  Update  the  Strategic  Plan  to  reflect  the  technical  and  financial  feasibility  of  accelerating  the 
delivery  of  Muni  rail  expansion  and  trolley  coach  replacement/expansion  projects  when  Muni 
and  PUC  have  completed  the  appropriate  plans  (fleet,  facilities  and  corridor)  to  provide  the 
project  scope,  schedule,  cost  and  funding  information  needed  for  such  an  evaluation. 
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Section  IV 

Project  Planning 
and  Delivery 


PLANNING  AND  DELIVERY 


Chapter  IV  recommends  a  systematic  process  for  planning  and  administration  of  the  Proposition  B 
sales  tax  program.  It  also  suggests  planning  and  programming  processes  to  develop  the  long-range 
plans,  five-year  program  plans  and  annual  reporting  envisioned  in  the  Expenditure  Plan.  Finally,  it 
identifies  potential  cost  savings  and  implementation  problem  areas  for  the  Sponsoring  Agencies  to 
consider  as  they  develop  the  required  plans  and  programs. 

PROPOSITION  B  PLANNING  AND  ADMINISTRATION 

Proposition  B  and  the  Expenditure  Plan  specifically  authorize  the  Authority  to  direct  all  Sponsoring 
Agencies  to: 

•  Prepare  long-range  (10-20  years)  comprehensive  transportation  plans  and  update  them  periodically 

•  Develop  five-year  program  plans  describing  (a)  service  and  capital  improvements  to  be  made 
each  year  and  (b)  plans  to  coordinate  such  service  and  capital  improvements  among  various 
transportation  modes  and  agencies 

•  Develop  productivity  and  cost  effectiveness  measures  and  standards  based  upon  accepted 
industry  standards;  establish  productivity  and  cost  effectiveness  goals  every  five  years;  coordi- 
nate with  other  city/county  transportation  agencies  to  avoid  working  at  cross  purposes;  and 
report  progress  towards  meeting  those  goals  to  the  Authority  on  an  annual  basis. 

In  carrying  out  its  Proposition  B  planning  mandates,  the  Authority  is  building  upon  existing  local 
and  intergovernmental  requirements.  In  fact,  the  Authority  as  Congestion  Management  Agency 
coordinates  the  response  of  Sponsoring  Agencies  to  existing  transportation  planning  and  program- 
ming requirements  of  regional,  State,  and  federal  governments. 

Exhibit  M  on  the  following  page  depicts  the  overall  concept  of  the  planning  and  administration  of 
the  Proposition  B  transportation  program. 

Long-Range  Comprehensive  Transportation  Plans 

Each  Sponsoring  Agency  should  prepare  and  periodically  update  (at  least  every  5-7  years)  a 
Long-Range  Comprehensive  Transportation  Plan  to  document: 

•  Systemwide  transportation  issues  and  problems 

•  Long-range  transportation  needs  and  priorities 

•  Master  plans  for  transportation  capital  improvements  (e.g.,  transit  vehicles,  guideways,  and 
facilities  or  roadways. 

Such  long-range  plans  need  to  tie  into  and  support  the  Regional  Transportation  Plan  (RTP)  as  well 
as  the  Transportation  Element  of  the  City's  General  Plan.  The  long-range  comprehensive  transpor- 
tation plans  should  provide  the  Authority  with  the  "big  picture"  of  Proposition  B — and  other — 
transportation  improvement  projects/programs  being  contemplated,  planned  and  implemented  by 
the  Sponsoring  Agencies,  so  the  Authority  can  fulfill  its  Proposition  B  mandate  of  ensuring 
coordination  among  transportation  modes  and  Sponsoring  Agencies  in  the  expenditure  of  sales  tax 
funds.  Such  plans  should  also  enable  the  Authority  and  the  Sponsoring  to  coordinate  the  Authority's 
Proposition  B  Strategic  Plan  and  its  Congestion  Management  Plan. 
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Five-Year  Program  Plans 

To  be  eligible  for  Proposition  B  funds,  each  Sponsoring  Agency  must  annually  prepare  or  update 
a  Five-Year  Program  Plan,  as  depicted  in  Exhibit  N  on  page  44  to  document: 

•  Short-term  (i.e.,  5-9  years)  transportation  needs  and  priorities  (from  long-range  comprehensive 
transportation  plans) 

•  Short-term  transportation  goals  and  objectives 

•  Productivity  and  cost-effectiveness  indicators/standards  by  which  to  measure  transportation 
improvements 

•  Annual  goals  for  improving  productivity  and  cost-effectiveness 

•  Service  changes  and  capital  improvements  to  be  made  in  each  of  the  five  (or  more)  years 

•  Detailed  justification  for  Proposition  B  projects  and  the  relationship  of  Proposition  B-funded 
projects/programs  to  the  operating  programs  and  transportation  improvement  projects  of  the 
Sponsoring  Agency 

•  Relationships  among  Proposition  B  projects/programs  and  other  capital  and  operating  programs 
of  the  Sponsoring  Agency 

•  Master  schedule  for  implementing  projects  and  programs 

•  Overall  and  project-specific  summary  of  the  sources  and  uses  of  project  funding 

•  Financial  capacity  to  build,  operate,  and  maintain  a  capital  project  in  addition  to  existing  systems 
and  facilities 

•  Overall  technical  and  managerial  capabilities  to  implement  the  project(s)  and/or  program(s) 

•  Plans  to  coordinate  service  and  capital  improvements  among  various  transportation  modes  and 
with  other  Sponsoring  Agencies. 

Such  five-year  program  plans  should  meet  a  Sponsoring  Agency's  own  needs  (e.g.,  the  SRTP  that 
Muni/PUC  need  to  submit  to  MTC)  as  well  as  provide  input  to  other  agencies  to  satisfy  their  local 
and  regional  planning  requirements,  including  the: 

•  City/County  Capital  Management  Plan  (CCCMP) 

•  Authority's  Congestion  Management  Plan  (CMP) 

•  MTC's  regional  input  (RTIP)  to  the  State  Transportation  Improvement  Program  (STTP) 

•  MTC's  federal  Transportation  Improvement  Program  (TIP). 

From  the  Authority's  perspective,  these  five-year  program  plans  should  become  the  "prime  mover" 
for  Sponsoring  Agencies  to  manage  the  planning  and  implementation  of  Proposition  B  projects  and 
programs.  To  do  so,  the  five-year  program  plans  need  to  (a)  have  a  clear  linkage  to  long-range 
comprehensive  transportation  plans  as  well  as  capital  and  operating  budgets  and  (b)  contain  the 
goals,  objectives  and  performance  measures  to  be  used  internally  for  periodic  evaluation  of  the 
Sponsoring  Agency's  progress  in  implementing  the  program  plans. 
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Sales  Tax  Administration 


In  addition  to  the  Strategic  Plan,  there  are  three  essential  tools  that  the  Authority  will  use  to 
administer  the  Proposition  B  sales  tax  program: 

•  Proposition  B  data  base.  In  the  course  of  developing  the  Proposition  B  Strategic  Plan,  the 
Authority  has  established  a  computerized  data  base  of  information  regarding  the  scope,  schedule, 
cost,  and  funding  of  Proposition  B  projects/programs.  Sponsoring  Agencies  will  be  required  to 
provide  information  to  update  the  Authority's  data  base  during  the  annual  five-year  program 
planning  process  and  on  an  exception  basis — at  the  time  they  submit  funding  applications.  The 
data  base  is  designed  to  provide  on-line  inquiry  regarding  any  project(s)  and  to  produce  three 
standard  reports: 

-  Project  worksheet  -  a  complete  printout  of  the  information  in  the  Proposition  B  data  base 
on  each  project  and  program 

-  Project  justification  summary  -  a  one-page  executive  summary  of  the  project  worksheets 

-  Project  cost/funding  matrix  -  a  one-page  spreadsheet  that  indicates  both  capital  and 
operating  costs  as  well  as  sources  of  funding  by  fiscal  year. 

•  Project  funding  applications.  For  projects  with  "program"  status,  future  sales  tax  funding 
applications  should,  at  a  minimum,  consist  of: 

-  Transmittal  letter.  The  Transmittal  Letter  is  a  document  signed  by  an  individual  authorized 
to  apply  for  Proposition  B  funds  that  summarizes  the  request  for  Proposition  B  funding; 
indicates  the  name  and  telephone  number  of  the  person  to  be  contacted  regarding  questions 
about  the  application;  notes  any  funds  being  passed  through  to  other  public/non-profit 
agencies,  and  identify  the  name  and  telephone  number  of  the  contact  person  at  each 
pass-through  agency;  and  attaches  the  City  Controller's  certification  that  requested  funds 
supplement  and  do  not  replace  existing  local  revenues  used  for  transportation  purposes 

-  Project  justification  summary  (including  a  status  report  on  project  implementation  to  date) 

-  Project  cost/funding  matrix  (with  an  explanation  of  any  differences  in  costs  or  funding  from 
those  indicated  in  Appendix  D  to  the  Strategic  Plan). 

For  other  projects,  funding  applications  will  require  more  detailed  justification,  including 
documentation  of  project  needs  and  priorities  in  the  Five- Year  Plan  of  the  Sponsoring  Agencies. 

•  Project  grant  contracts.  Submission  or  amendment  of  a  grant  contract  between  the  Authority 
and  the  Sponsoring  Agency  for  each  project.  Grant  contracts  should  be  used  to  document: 

-  General  and  project-specific  terms  and  conditions  related  to  sales  tax  funding 

-  Project  budget  contingencies 

-  Exceptions  to  the  Authority's  standard  billing/reimbursement  procedures 

-  Provision  for  funding  incremental  O&M  costs 

-  Maintenance-of-effort  baseline. 

This  information  will  be  collected  during  the  funding  application  process,  as  appropriate. 


45 


KEY  PLANNING  ISSUES 


The  strategic  planning  process  identified  several  systemic  and  agency-specific  issues  that  are 
essential  to  address  in  the  next  9-12  months  (i.e.,  before  the  Authority  updates  the  Strategic  Plan): 

•  Need  for  Citywide  focus  on  long-range,  system-level  planning.  There  is  little  system-level 
multimodal  planning  by  Sponsoring  Agencies  to  produce  the  10  to  20-year  comprehensive 
transportation  plans  called  for  by  Proposition  B.  Such  long-range  planning  needs  to  (a)  identify 
and  analyze  overall  transportation  issues  and  problems  and  (b)  document  needs  and  priorities 
for  multimodal  transportation  improvements.  There  needs  to  be  a  lead  City  agency  to  perform 
such  long-range  planning.  The  Department  of  City  Planning  is  the  logical  choice.  However, 
DCP  needs  to  (a)  work  closely  with  other  Sponsoring  Agencies  and  City  departments  and  (b) 
demonstrate  a  more  "customer  service,"  results-oriented  approach  to  carrying  out  its  planning  role. 

•  Need  for  five-year  program  plans.  To  date,  three  Sponsoring  Agencies  (Muni/PUC,  DPW  and 
DCP)  have  developed  the  five-year  program  plans  called  for  by  Proposition  B.  Muni/PUC  uses 
the  Short  Range  Transit  Plan/Capital  Improvement  Program  (SRTP/CIP)  that  it  prepares  every 
year  for  the  Metropolitan  Transportation  Commission  (MTC).  DPW  has  prepared  five-year 
program  plans  specifically  responding  to  Proposition  B  requirements.  DCP  is  in  the  process  of 
developing  its  initial  five-year  plan.  DPT  has  not  yet  prepared  a  five-year  program  plan. 

There  are  three  Proposition  B  programs — street  resurfacing,  signal  upgrading  and  paratransit 
services — that  are  programmed  about  $123  million  in  sales  tax  funding  during  FY  1992/93  - 
FY  2000/91.  All  three  programs  are  being  funded  primarily  (if  not  exclusively)  by  sales  tax 
revenue.  Accordingly,  the  Sponsoring  Agencies  need  to  develop  a  specific  section  of  their 
Five- Year  Plans  for  these  three  programs.  Such  plans  need  to  document  (a)  program  needs, 
priorities  and  cost  estimates  and  (b)  annual  productivity  and  cost-effectiveness  goals  against 
which  performance  can  be  measured. 

•  Need  for  a  Muni  fleet  plan  update.  Muni  has  not  yet  fully  devised  its  strategy  for  complying 
with  the  alternative  fuels  provision  of  the  Clean  Air  Act  (CAA)  of  1990.  Such  a  plan  is  essential 
to  program  (a)  replacement  of  Muni's  432  diesel  motor  coaches  over  the  next  nine  years  and 
(b)  the  O&M  facilities  that  would  be  needed  to  support  alternatively-fueled  vehicles.  The 
Authority  does  not  intend  to  fund  any  diesel  coach  replacement  projects  until  a  PUC-approved 
Fleet  Plan  is  submitted  to  the  Authority. 

•  Need  for  a  Muni  facilities  master  plan.  There  is  no  documented  master  plan  for  Muni's 
17  different  facility  rehabilitation  and  construction  projects  that  are  included  in  the  Expenditure 
Plan.  Such  a  master  plan  is  essential  for  Muni,  PUC,  and  the  Authority  to  effectively  sequence 
project  implementation  and  funding,  and  to  ensure  full  compliance  with  the  Clean  Air  Act  and 
the  Americans  with  Disabilities  Act  (ADA)  of  1990.  The  Authority  does  not  intend  to  fund  any 
facilities  projects  until  a  PUC-approved  Facilities  Plan  is  submitted  to  the  Authority. 

•  Need  for  better  PUC  project  cost  estimating.  Capital  planning  for  most  Proposition  B  projects 
and  programs  is  based  on  anticipated  revenues  rather  than  on  preliminary  or  detailed  cost 
estimates.  Sponsoring  Agencies — particularly  PUC's  Utilities  and  Engineering  Bureau — need 
to  utilize  more  systematic  conceptual  cost  estimating  practices  to  minimize  "surprises"  in  project 
cost  estimates  upon  completion  of  preliminary  engineering  of  projects.  The  Authority  intends 
to  utilize  its  PMO  consultant  to  develop  cost  estimating  guidelines. 
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•  Need  for  ongoing  financial  capacity  assessment  There  is  a  lack  of  linkage  between  capital  planning 
and  operational  budgeting  at  Muni/PUC.  Such  a  linkage  should  enable  Muni/PUC  to  evaluate: 

-  Financial  impact  of  capital  projects  on  future  O&M  costs  (or  cost  savings) 

-  Ability  of  to  operate ,  maintain ,  and  replace  capital  assets  resulting  from  capital  improvement 
projects  under  baseline,  "best  case"  and  "worst  case"  scenarios 

-  Productivity  and  cost-effectiveness  measures  and  standards. 

•  Need  for  "rail"  master  strategy.  Preliminary  results  of  the  Bayshore  Corridor  Planning  study 
already  suggest  that  any  rail  alternative  (the  high-cost  place  holder)  would  cost  more  than  the 
$95  million  (1990  dollars)  in  sales  tax  funding  that  is  currently  available  for  the  Bayshore 
Corridor.  Before  allocating  any  additional  sales  tax  revenue  to  the  Bayshore  Corridor,  PUC  and 
the  Authority  need  to  identify  the  City's  rail  (and  other  fixed  guideway)  development  needs  for 
the  next  20-30  years.  This  will  enable  PUC  and  the  Authority  to  (a)  establish  Citywide  priorities 
among  rail  development  corridors  and  (b)  develop  a  strategy  for  federal,  State,  regional  and 
local  funding  of  a  rail  development  program. 
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POTENTIAL  IMPLEMENTATION  PROBLEM  AREAS 


The  strategic  planning  process  identified  a  number  of  potential  problem  areas  that  Sponsoring 
Agencies  should  address  as  they  develop  and  implement  projects/programs.  They  are  summarized 
briefly  below: 

•  Environmental  clearance  of  the  Embarcadero  Roadway  mid-segment  It  will  take  another 
nine  months  from  now  to  complete  a  federal/State  EIS  of  surface  and  sub-surface  alternatives. 
This  assumes  there  is  a  timely  decision  around  May  1993  regarding  the  City's  preferred 
alternative  for  the  mid-segment.  Given  the  importance  of  the  Embarcadero  Roadway  to 
downtown  access  and  circulation,  and  the  dependence  of  the  F-Embarcadero  streetcar  line  on 
completion  of  the  Embarcadero  Roadway,  WTPO  and  DPW  need  to  ensure  there  is  no  more 
major  slippage  in  the  schedule  for  completing  the  EIS  and  subsequent  design  and  construction 
of  the  alternative  chosen  by  the  City. 

•  Mission  Bay  Transportation  Projects  Agreement  approval  by  the  Board  of  Supervisors. 

Although  they  are  not  part  of  PUC's  currently  approved  capital  program,  the  Mission  Bay  Metro 
Extension,  the  Mission  Bay  Trolley  Extension,  and  the  Metro  East  LRV  facility  projects  depend 
on  approval  of  the  Mission  Bay  Transportation  Projects  Agreement  by  the  Board  of  Supervisors. 
The  Agreement  provides  the  overall  framework  and  timing  for  Mission  Bay  infrastructure 
investment  (including  the  donation  of  the  6th  -  16th  Streets  right-of-way  and  Metro  East  land 
by  Catellus  Corporation). 

•  Funding  dependence  on  additional  AB  973  rail  bond  proceeds.  There  are  eight  projects 
which  are  dependent  on  passage  of  statewide  rail  bond  referenda  to  obtain  the  $138  million  in 
AB  973  rail  bond  proceeds  programmed  in  the  1992  STIP: 

Amount  (millions) 


No. 

Project 

AB973 

1 

Muni  Metro  Turnback 

$  3.1 

2 

Muni  Metro  Extension 

23.6 

4 

F-Line  Streetcar 

42.3 

5 

Metro  Subway  Signal  System 

2.9 

11 

Trolley  Electrification 

0.9 

16 

Muni  Vehicles 

64.8 

17 

Muni  Guideways 

0.5 

18 

Muni  Facilities 

0.5 

Total 

$138.7 

In  November  1992,  California  voters  rejected  Proposition  156,  which  would  have  authorized 
the  second  $1  billion  in  AB  973  rail  bonds.  The  Authority  is  assuming  the  State  will  honor  STIP 
commitments  for  AB  973  funding.  Given  the  shortfall  of  State  funding  for  the  1992  STIP,  the 
Authority  and  the  Sponsoring  Agencies  should  develop  a  contingency  plan  for  project  funding 
and  implementation  in  case  of  voter  disapproval  of  future  rail  bond  referenda  or  other  financing 
mechanisms. 

•  Project  tracking  system  for  the  Department  of  City  Planning.  The  Department  of  City 
Planning  does  not  have  any  standard  project  management  tools  for  tracking  and  controlling  the 
various  Transportation  Systems  Management  (TSM)  projects  for  which  DCP  is  the  sales  tax 
funding  recipient  DCP  needs  to  acquire,  implement  and  utilize  some  type  of  PC-based  software 
and  hardware  to  ensure  timely  completion  of  deliverables  and  to  be  able  to  report  force  account 
and  contractor  costs  to  the  Authority  in  a  consistent  manner. 
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Technical  and  Managerial  Capacity  Assessment  of  the  Muni  Capital  Program 

As  an  adjunct  to  the  strategic  planning  process,  the  Authority  and  PUC  jointly  sponsored  a  financial, 
technical,  and  managerial  capacity  assessment  of  the  Muni  capital  program.  Below  is  a  summary 
of  the  key  findings  and  conclusions  presented  to  the  Public  Utilities  Commission  on  April  12: 

•  Long-range  system  and  facilities  planning:  There  is  a  critical  need  for  ongoing,  system-level, 
multimodal  planning  to  identify  system  changes  as  well  as  vehicle  and  facility  requirements. 

•  Organizational  control:  Fragmentation  of  responsibility  among  eight  different  Muni/PUC 
organizational  units  precludes  establishing  accountability  for  capital  program  results. 

•  Organizational  development:  There  is  no  organizational  plan  to  address  the  "people"  side  of 
the  organization  (changes  in  staff  composition,  need  for  staff  training,  or  administrative  support 
and  management  systems  needed  to  implement  a  $1-2  billion,  multi-  year  capital  program). 

•  Project  cost  estimating:  There  is  a  critical  need  for  more  systematic  cost  estimating  during 
conceptual  engineering  to  minimize  "surprises"  upon  completion  of  preliminary  engineering. 

•  Project  scheduling  and  cost  control:  The  split  in  capital  program  responsibilities  complicates 
the  project  scheduling  and  cost  control  function,  which  is  essential  to  keeping  projects  on 
schedule  and  within  budget. 

•  Force  account  management:  Proper  use  of  force  accounts  is  a  significant  issue  at  FT  A,  with 
concerns  ranging  from  procedural  issues  to  the  use  of  force  accounts  themselves  and  the 
eligibility  of  charges.  This  is  particularly  critical  in  light  of  past  Citywide  personnel  hiring 
freezes  that  have  affected  grant-fund  positions  as  well  as  General  Fund  positions. 

•  Grants  management:  Timeliness  in  carrying  out  grants  management  functions  is  a  growing 
issue  due  to  the  cuts  in  PUC  Finance  staff  during  the  past  several  years.  PUC  needs  access  to 
revenue  other  than  the  General  Fund  to  pay  for  PUC  Finance  staff  needed  for  "grant- getting" 
and  grant  administration  functions. 

•  Construction  claims:  Construction  claims  on  Muni  capital  projects  are,  under  the  City  Charter, 
treated  as  lawsuits;  there  needs  to  be  more  emphasis  on  settling  construction  claims  early  and/or 
through  some  type  of  alternative  dispute  resolution  (ADR)  process. 

To  date,  the  Authority  has  assisted  Muni/PUC  in  addressing  such  issues,  primarily  through 
providing  sales  tax  funds  for  specific  planning  tasks  (e.g.,  development  of  Muni  fleet,  facilities  and 
paratransit  plans).  However,  it  is  up  to  Muni  and  PUC  management  to  address  and  resolve  the 
organization  and  management  issues  associated  with  the  Muni  capital  program.  The  Authority  will 
continue  to  monitor  Muni/PUC  progress  in  resolving  these  issues  through  its  project  management 
oversight  (PMO)  consultant.  The  results  of  PMO  monitoring  and  evaluation  will  be  considered  in 
future  funding  of  Muni  capital  projects  and  programs. 
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POTENTIAL  IMPLEMENTATION  COST  SAVINGS 


The  strategic  planning  process  identified  several  key  cost-saving  opportunities  that  Sponsoring 
Agencies  should  consider  as  they  implement  projects/programs.  They  are  summarized  briefly 
below: 

•  Acceleration  of  Embarcadero  Roadway  bidding  and  contracting.  Clearly,  the  California 
economy  is  continuing  to  feel  the  impact  of  the  recession.  In  the  immediate  future,  this  could 
produce  some  significant  construction  cost  savings  for  project  segments  where  contracts  can  be 
let  quickly.  The  Waterfront  Transportation  Projects  Office  is  very  aware  of  this  situation  and  is 
trying  to  expedite  key  procurements  to  take  advantage  of  the  very  competitive  pricing  in  this 
recessionary  economy. 

•  Metro  East  site  alternatives.  Metro  East  is  not  currently  part  of  the  Muni  capital  program 
adopted  by  the  PUC  on  February  23, 1993;  rather,  it  is  part  of  the  $546  million  rail  expansion 
package  that  PUC  deferred  until  late  1993  or  early  1994.  If  and  when  the  PUC  subsequently 
approves  a  rail  expansion  package  involving  the  Bayshore  Corridor,  then  Muni/PUC  should 
consider  alternative  sites  for  Metro  East,  because  construction  at  the  proposed  Mission  Bay  site 
could  easily  be  delayed  by  various  problems,  including  site  access,  hazardous  waste  remediation, 
utilities  relocation,  and  the  growing  cost  of  Metro  East  (currently  estimated  at  $1 12  million  for 
the  facility  and  another  $56  million  in  related  bridge/underpass  construction). 

•  Engineering  and  construction  of  the  F-Embarcadero  streetcar  line.  As  part  of  getting  City 
approval  expansion  of  Pier  39,  the  Project  Sponsor  agreed  to  provide  rights-of-way  and  to 
construct  medians  and  tracks  for  the  historic  streetcar  line  on  The  Embarcadero  between  North 
Point  and  Powell  Streets  and  an  emergency  turnback  streetcar  track  in  Stockton  Street  However, 
this  provision  only  applies  if  PUC  provides  all  the  necessary  engineering  drawings  and  design 
specifications  required  for  construction  at  the  time  of  the  pier  pad  expansion  for  the  project 
UEB  needs  to  ensure  such  drawings  and  specifications  are  completed  on  a  timely  basis,  so  the 
City  is  not  forced  to  incur  additional  F-Embarcadero  project  costs  that  would  otherwise  be  borne 
by  the  Pier  39  Project  Sponsor. 

•  Central  maintenance  facility  site  acquisition.  For  the  past  several  years,  Muni/PUC  have  been 
attempting  to  acquire  land  for  a  new  central  maintenance  facility  to  replace/augment  the  existing 
Woods  diesel  bus  maintenance  facility.  Although  Muni/PUC  have  explored  several  alternative 
sites,  they  have  focused  on  an  Islais  Creek  site  nearby  the  Woods  facility.  To  date,  however, 
they  have  not  been  successful  in  negotiating  land  acquisition  with  the  San  Francisco  Port 
Commission  and  the  private  party  that  own  the  land.  Muni  currently  has  the  opportunity  to 
purchase  or  lease/purchase  a  site  refurbished  to  meet  Muni's  central  maintenance.  This  could 
halve  the  cost  of  a  central  maintenance  facility. 
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PLANNING  AND  DELIVERY  RECOMMENDATIONS 


Below  are  recommendations  for  addressing  the  systemic  and  agency-specific  issues  encountered 
during  the  strategic  planning  process: 

12.  Implement  system-level,  multimodal  planning  by  Sponsoring  Agencies  to  produce  the  10  to 
20-year  comprehensive  transportation  plans  called  for  by  the  Proposition  B  Expenditure  Plan. 
Such  planning  needs  to  identify  and  analyze  the  City's  overall  transportation  issues/problems 
and  to  document  needs  and  priorities  for  multimodal  transportation  improvements. 

13.  Coordinate  system-level  multimodal  planning  by  Sponsoring  Agencies  in  order  to  integrate  the 
results  into  the  County's  Congestion  Management  Plan  and  County  input  to  the  Regional 
Transportation  Plan. 

14.  Update  the  existing  fleet  plan  to  indicate  how  Muni  will  (a)  comply  with  requirements  of  the 
Clean  Air  Act  of  1990  and  the  Americans  with  Disabilities  Act  of  1992  and  (b)  integrate  its  fleet 
replacement  and  expansion  with  rehabilitation  and  replacement  of  its  O&M  facilities. 

15.  Develop  a  preliminary  facilities  master  plan  with  the  project  scope,  schedule,  cost,  and  funding 
information  necessary  for  Muni,  PUC,  and  the  Authority  to  effectively  sequence  facilities  project 
implementation  and  funding. 

16.  Implement  an  ongoing  financial  capacity  assessment  capability  to  provide  linkage  between 
capital  and  operational  budgeting  by  evaluating  (a)  the  financial  impact  of  capital  projects  on 
future  operations  and  maintenance  (O&M)  costs  and  (b)  the  ability  operate,  maintain  and  replace 
capital  assets  under  baseline,  "best  case"  and  Iworst  case"  scenarios.  Authority  staff  will  utilize 
assessment  results  in  making  project  funding  recommendations  to  the  Board. 

17.  Establish  more  systematic,  conceptual-level  cost  estimating  practices  to  minimize  "surprises" 
in  project  cost  estimates  upon  completion  of  preliminary  engineering  of  projects.  Establish 
project  definition,  scheduling,  and  cost  estimating  procedures  for  each  stage  of  the  capital  project 
life  cycle. 

18.  Develop  a  "rail"  master  program  strategy  and  priorities  for  fixed  guideway  systems  in  San  Francisco, 
as  recommended  by  the  Authority's  Citizens  Advisory  Committee;  build  on  the  corridor  planning 
studies  to  the  extent  possible;  reflect  results  in  the  first  update  of  the  Strategic  Plan. 

19.  Utilize  the  City's  pavement  management  system  to  establish  a  five-year  street  resurfacing 
program,  including  project  priorities,  estimated  costs  and  milestones  (i.e.,  design  start  date, 
advertise  date,  and  completion  date). 

20.  Conduct  a  condition  assessment  of  traffic  signalling  equipment  and  establish  a  five-year  signal 
upgrading  program,  including  project  priorities,  estimated  costs  and  milestones  (i.e.,  design  start 
date,  advertise  date,  and  completion  date). 

21.  Finalize  the  Five- Year  Plan  for  transportation  systems  management  (TSM)  programs;  obtain 
concurrence  by  other  Sponsoring  Agencies  and  obtain  approval  of  the  Authority. 
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22.  Adopt  a  policy  to  (a)  urge  the  City  to  exempt  grant-funded  City  staff  positions  used  to  implement 
the  Expenditure  Plan  from  Citywide  personnel  hiring  freezes  and  promotions  with  backfilling 
of  positions  and  (b)  require  Sponsoring  Agencies  to  identify  in  their  annual  applications  where 
elimination  of  City-funded  positions  would  jeopardize  completion  of  an  Expenditure  Plan 
project(s). 

23.  Adopt  a  policy  to  allow  Sponsoring  Agencies  or  the  Authority  to  utilize  sales  tax  revenues  to 
fund  "grant-getting"  positions,  so  they  can  increase  the  financial  leverage  of  sales  tax  revenues 
as  matching  funds. 


24.  Utilize  a  project  management  oversight/quality  assurance  (PMO/QA)  consultant  to  actively 
monitor  design,  construction  and  start-up  of  Proposition  B  projects  costing  more  than  $10  mil- 
lion. (This  is  actually  concurring  with  a  recommendation  by  the  Authority's  Project  Assessment 
and  Oversight  Consultant.) 

25.  Continue  use  of  the  Strategic  Plan  Technical  Advisory  Committee  (TAC)  as  a  multi-agency, 
working  level  forum  for  monitoring,  evaluating  and  updating  the  Strategic  Plan. 
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Profile  of  Projects 
and  Programs 


PROFILE  OF  PROJECTS  AND  PROGRAMS 


Appendix  A  provides  a  relatively  brief  description  of  the  projects  and  programs  in  the  Expenditure 
Plan.  In  particular,  it  depicts  the  benefit  and  funding  profiles  established  by  staff  of  the  Sponsoring 
Agencies.  Such  profiles  were  instrumental  in  our  initial  screening  and  grouping  of  projects  for  FY 
1992/93  -  FY  2000/01  funding.  Appendix  A  also  summarizes  some  key  funding  and  delivery  issues 
related  to  projects  included  in  the  nine-year  funding  plan. 

TRANSPORTATION  EXPENDITURE  PLAN 

Exhibit  O  on  pages  A-2  -  A-3  summarizes  the  Proposition  B  and  other  funding  (both  in  1990  dollars) 
for  each  of  the  49  projects  and  programs  specified  in  the  Expenditure  Plan.  By  specifying  sales  tax 
funding  in  constant  dollars,  Proposition  B  ensured  that  projects  do  not  necessarily  benefit  from  early 
funding,  and  they  are  not  necessarily  penalized  by  late  funding  in  the  20-year  sales  tax  period. 
However,  inflation  in  projects  costs  relative  to  the  actual  growth  in  sales  tax  revenues  from  1990  to 
the  years  in  which  Sponsoring  Agencies  actually  spend  the  sales  tax  funding  on  their  projects  and 
programs  may  affect  the  overall  amount  of  money  available  to  implement  the  projects. 

Exhibit  P  on  pages  A-4  -  A-5  summarizes  authorization,  expenditure  and  commitment  of  Authority 
revenues  from  the  inception  of  the  Proposition  B  sales  tax  program  (April  1,  1990)  through  June 
30,  1992.  It  also  indicates  the  amount  of  uncommitted  funds  as  of  July  1,  1992.  For  FY  1989/90  - 
FY  1991/92,  the  Authority  authorized  nearly  $90  million  in  sales  tax  funding.  The  Sponsoring 
Agencies  spent  approximately  $16  million  and  committed  another  $2  million  to  equipment  and 
construction  contracts. 

PROJECT  BENEFIT,  READINESS  AND  FUNDING  PROFILES 

To  help  determine  which  projects  should  be  included  or  excluded  in  the  initial  Strategic  Plan, 
Authority  staff  and  consultants  developed  four  funding  guidelines,  which  are  proposed  for  adoption 
as  Authority  policy: 

•  Proposition  B  funds  should  be  allocated  to  Priority  1  projects/programs  and  total  FY  1989/90  - 
FY  2000/01  authorizations  should  approximate  the  60/30/8/2  split  among  the  four  Expenditure 
Plan  categories. 

•  Proposition  B  funds  should  be  allocated  to  projects/programs  that  appear  to  have  the  most  impact 
in  terms  of  perceived  benefits  (as  indicated  in  Exhibit  Q  on  page  A-6). 

•  Given  the  existing  lag  in  the  start-up  of  the  overall  Proposition  B  transportation  program,  the 
initial  Strategic  Plan  should  emphasize  projects/program  that  are  ready  to  go  and/or  clearly  can 
be  delivered  within  the  nine-year  funding  window  (as  indicated  in  Exhibit  R  on  page  A-8). 

•  Proposition  B  funds  should  be  used  to  leverage  State  and/or  federal  funding  that  is  clearly 
available  and/or  in  place  (as  indicated  in  Exhibit  S  on  page  A- 10). 
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Exhibit  O 

Proposition  B  Projects  and  Programs 


Prop.  B      Other      Total  Incremental 
Category/Subcategory/P reject  Sponsor    Priority     Cost         Cost        Cost     O&M  Cost  * 


TRANSIT 

Service  Enhancements  and  Extensions 


1  Muni  Metro  Turnback 

Muni 

$  20.5 

$  109.5 

$  130.0 

$  14.7 

2  Muni  Metro  Extension 

Muni 

I 

48.0 

20.0 

68.0 

46.2 

3  Mission  Bay  Metro  Extension 

Muni 

13.0 

18.0 

31.0 

13.0 

4  F-Line  Streetcar 

Muni 

I 

40.0 

25.0 

65.0 

5.4 

5  Metro  Subway  Signal  System 

Muni 

1 

5.0 

18.0 

23.0 

- 

6  Metro  Accessibility  Improvements 

Muni 

1 

0.1 

0.4 

0.5 

— 

7  Presidio  Facilities  Redevelopment 

Mum 

1 

1.5 

30.5 

32.0 

8  Metro  East  LRV  Facility 

Muni 

1 

18.0 

65.0 

83.0 

16.3 

9  Geneva  Modifications 

Muni 

0.1 

3.9 

4.0 

iu  iviission  Day  iroucy  nxicnsions 

Muni 

St 

j.j 

1  ?  ^ 

1Z.  J 

lo.v 

J.U 

1 1  Trolley  Coach  Electrification 

Muni 

2 

1.0 

21.0 

22.0 

12  Rt.  14  Extension  to  Daly  City  BART 

Muni 

2 

2.0 

2.0 

4.0 

1.0 

13  Ferry  Terminal  Expansion 

Port 

3 

0.1 

0.9 

1.0 

— 

154.8 

326.7 

481.5 

101.6 

32.1% 

67.9% 

100% 

21.1% 

Mainr  Transit  Cnrririnr<% 

14  Corridor  Planning/Envir.  Analysis 

Muni 

1,2 

10.0 

0.0 

10.0 

_ 

15  Corridor  Capital  Construction 

Muni 

2,3 

190.0 

? 

190.0 

200.0 

n 

/ 

200.0 

0.0 

100.0% 

0.0% 

100.0% 

0.0% 

Rehabilitation  and  Replacement 

16  Vehicles 

Muni 

1 

146.0 

477.0 

623.0 

45.7 

17  Guideways 

Muni 

1 

3.0 

115.0 

118.0 

9.4 

18  Facilities 

Muni 

1 

62.0 

174.0 

236.0 

12.0 

19  Graffiti  Prevention 

Muni 

1 

5.0 

0.0 

5.0 

216.0 

766.0 

982.0 

67.1 

22.0% 

78.0% 

100.0% 

6.8% 

Subtotal  -  Transit 

570.8 

1,092.7 

1,663.5 

168.6 

34.3% 

65.7% 

100.0% 

10.1% 

STREETS  AND  TRAFFIC  SAFETY 
Street  Resurfacing  and  Reconstruction 


20  Street  Resurfacing 

DPW 

1,2 

254.5 

85.5 

340.0 

21  Seismic  Reinforcement 

DPW 

1 

2.0 

0.0 

2.0 

22  Railroad  Track  Removal/Repair 

DPW 

2 

5.0 

1.0 

6.0 

23  Sidewalk  Repair 

DPW 

2 

7.5 

0.0 

7.5 

24  Street  Repair  and  Cleaning  Equipment 

DPW 

2 

17.0 

0.0 

17.0 

286.0 

86.5 

372.5 

0.0 

76.8% 

23.2% 

100.0% 

0.0% 

Traffic  Signals  and  Street  Signs 

25  Signal  Upgrading 

DPT 

1,2 

119.0 

0.0 

119.0 

26  Street  Name  Signs 

DPT 

1 

1.0 

0.0 

1.0 

27  Raised  Reflective  Lane  Markings 

DPT 

2 

2.0 

0.0 

2.0 

28  New  Traffic  Signals 

DPT 

2 

8.5 

0.0 

8.5 

29  Traffic  Control  Systems 

DPT 

2 

1.0 

0.0 

1.0 

30  Traffic  Engineering  Equipment 

DPT 

2 

4.0 

0.0 

4.0 

31   Army  Street  Circle 

DPT 

2 

0.1 

0.0 

0.1 

32  Potrero  Avenue 

DPT 

2 

0.4 

0.0 

0.4 

136.0 

0.0 

136.0 

0.0 

100.0% 

0.0% 

100.0 

0.0% 

Note:  All  costs  in  millions  of  FY  1989/90  dollars 

*  Incremental  O&M  cost  is  included  in  total  cost 
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Exhibit  O 

 Proposition  B  Projects  and  Programs  

Prop.  B      Other      Total  Incremental 
Category/Subcateqory/Project  Sponsor    Priority      COSt         Cost        Cost     O&M  Cost  * 

Major  Capital  Projects 


1,111  ucu  C ClUvl  KJ  IXUtUi  VY ay 

DPW 

1 

$  35.0 

$  66.0 

$  101.0 

$  11.6 

34  19th  &  Holloway  Safety  Improvements 

DPW 

1 

4.5 

25.5 

30.0 

35  Candlestick  Traffic  Improvements 

DPT 

1 

1.0 

0.0 

1.0 



36  Eternal  Heights  Streets  Upgrading 

DPW 

2 

6.0 

0.0 

6.0 

1.0 

37  Hunters  Point  Industrial  Connector 

DPT 

2 

0.3 

2.7 

3.0 

38  Undergrounding  of  Crossover  Drive 

DPW 

2 

2.0 

98.0 

100.0 

39  Third  Street  Median  Islands 

DPT 

2 

7.0 

0.0 

7.0 

55.8 

192.2 

248.0 

12.6 

22.5% 

77.5% 

100.0% 

5.1% 

Street  Trees 

40  Planning  and  Maint.  (Existing  Trees) 

DPW 

1.2 

8.5 

0.0 

8.5 

8.5 

41  Planning  and  Maint.  (New  Trees) 

DPW 

1,2 

7.5 

0.0 

7.5 

2.5 

16.0 

0.0 

16.0 

11.0 

100.0% 

0.0% 

100.0% 

68.8% 

Subtotal  -  Streets  and  Traffic  Safety 

493.8 

278.7 

772.5 

29.4 

63.9% 

36.1% 

100.0% 

3.8% 

PARATRANSIT 

42  Additional  Service 

Muni 

1,2 

75.0 

72.0 

147.0 

147.0 

51.0% 

49.0% 

100.0% 

100.0% 

TRANSPORTATION  SYSTEMS  MANAGEMENT 
Ridesnaring  and  Transit  Promotion 


43  Transit  Preferential  Streets 

DCP 

1 

3.5 

0.5 

4.0 

1.8 

44  Sterling  Street  HOV  Lanes 

DPW 

1 

0.4 

0.1 

0.5 

0.5 

45  Transportation  Brokerage  Program 

DCP 

1 

3.5 

0.5 

4.0 

4.0 

46  Transportation  Management  Assn. 

DCP 

1,2 

5.0 

0.0 

5.0 

4.9 

12.4 

1.1 

13.5 

13.5 

91.9% 

8.1% 

100.0% 

100.0% 

Bicycle  and  Pedestrian 

47  Bicycle,  Pedestrian  and  E&H  Projects 

DPW 

1,2 

4.5 

1.5 

6.0 

0.4 

48  Downtown  Pedestrian  Projects 

DCP 

1,2 

3.0 

0.0 

3.0 

0.3 

49  Pedestrian  Connection/Transit  Access 

DCP 

3 

5.0 

0.0 

5.0 

12.5 

1.5 

14.0 

0.7 

89.3% 

10.7% 

100.0% 

5.0% 

Subtotal  -  Transportation  Systems  Management 

24.9 

2.6 

27.5 

11.9 

90.5% 

9.5% 

100.0% 

43.3% 

Total  -  Proposition  B  Projects  and  Programs  $1,164.5     $1,446.0     $2,610.5  $356.6 

44.6%        55.4%       100.0%  13.7% 


Note:  All  costs  in  millions  of  FY  1989/90  dollars 

*  Incremental  O&M  cost  is  included  in  total  cost 
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Exhibit  P 

Proposition  B  Authorizations,  Expenditures  and  Commitments  to  Date 


No. 

Project/Program 

Lead 

Authorizations 
thru  12/31/93 

Expenditures 
thru  12/31/93 

Funds  Available 
as  of  12/31/93 

%of 
Funds  Available 

TRANSIT 

Service  Enhancements  and  Extensions 

1 

Muni  Metro  Turnback 

Muni 

7.803 

7,803 

100% 

2 

Muni  Metro  Extension 

Muni 

22,000 

1,287 

20,713 

94% 

3 

Mission  Bay  Metro  Extension 

Muni 

1,233 

603 

630 

51% 

4 

F-Line  Streetcar  (w/PCC's) 

Muni 

17,939 

1,168 

16,771 

93% 

5 

Metro  Subway  Signal  System 

Muni 

4,500 

4,500 

100% 

6 

Metro  Accessibility  Improvements 

Muni 

50 

50 

100% 

7 

Presidio  Facility  Redevelopment 

Muni 

8 

Metro  East  LRV  Facility 

Muni 

900 

900 

100% 

9 

Geneva  Facility  Modifications 

Muni 

100 

100 

100% 

10 

Mission  Bay  Trolley  Extension 

Muni 

150 

150 

100% 

11 

Trolley  Coach  El ectrifi cation 

Muni 

12 

Rl  14  Extension  to  DC  BART 

Muni 

13 

Ferry  Terminal  Expansion 

Port 

100 

100 

Subtotal 

54,774 

3,158 

51,617 

94% 

Major  Transit  Corridors 

14 

Corridor  Planning/En vir.  Analysis 

Muni 

970 

970 

100% 

15 

Corridor  Capital  Construction 

Muni 

Subtotal 

970 

970 

100% 

Rehabilitation  and  Replacement 

16 

Vehicles 

Muni 

10,521 

650 

9,871 

94% 

LRV  Modifications  (76) 

LRV  Purchase  (88) 

MAN  Motor  Coach  Rehabilitation  (100) 

Motor  Coach  Purchase  (432) 

1,127 

650 

477 

42% 

Alternative  Fuels  Contingency 

Trolley  Coach  Purchase  (130) 

7,772 

7,772 

100% 

Cable  Car  Reconstruction  (10) 

122 

122 

100% 

Historic  Rail  Car  Modifications  (20) 

1.500 

1,500 

100% 

17 

Guide  ways 

Muni 

398 

398 

100% 

14-Mission  Reconstruction 

398 

398 

100% 

Trolley  Overhead  Rehabilitation 

Track  Replacement 

18 

Facilities 

Muni 

7,795 

832 

6.963 

89% 

Facilities  Master  Plan 

400 

400 

100% 

24th  &  Utah  Replacement 

Woods/Islais  Creek  O&M  Facilities/CMF 

2,275 

2,275 

100% 

Revenue  Center  Replacement 

Metro  Accessibility  Improvements 

Environmental  Health  &  Safety  Improvements 

Green  &  Geneva  Modifications 

2.970 

2,970 

100% 

1401  Bryant  Street  Rehabilitation 

Fixed  Facilities  Rehabilitation 

2.150 

832 

1,318 

61% 

Maintenance  and  Repair  Equipment 

Wayside  Fare  Collection  Equipment 

Data  Processing/Office  Equipment 

19 

Graffiti  Prevention 

Muni 

Subtotal 

18,714 

1,482 

17,232 

92% 

Total  -  Transit 

74,458 

4.640 

69.818 

94% 
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Exhibit  P 

Proposition  B  Authorizations,  Expenditures  and  Commitments  to  Date 


No. 

Project/Program 

Lead 

A  ut  r>o  rtz3  Uon  s 

Expenditures 

Funds  Available 

%of 

thru  12/31/93 

thru  12/31/93 

as  of  12/31/93 

Funds  AvaBabte 

STREETS  AND  TRAFFIC  SAFETY 

Street  Resurfacing/Reconstruction 

DPW 

20 

Street  Resurfacing 

DPW 

11,200 

80 

11,120 

21 

Seismic  Reinforcement 

DPW 

1,100 

1,100 

100% 

22 

Railroad  Track  Removal/Repair 

DPW 

23 

Sidewalk  Repair 

DPW 

950 

950 

100% 

24 

Street  Repair/Cleaning  Equipment 

DPW 

2,400 

2,400 

100% 

Subtotal 

15,650 

80 

15.570 

99% 

Traffic  Signals  and  Street  Signs 

25 

Signal  Upgrading 

DPT 

3,400 

3,400 

100% 

26 

Street  Name  Signs 

DPT 

365 

365 

100% 

27 

Raised  Reflective  Lane  Marking 

DPT 

28 

New  Traffic  Signals 

DPT 

300 

300 

100% 

29 

Traffic  Control  Systems 

DPT 

30 

Traffic  Engineering  Equipment 

DPT 

200 

200 

31 

Army  Street  Circle 

DPT 

32 

Potrero  Avenue 

DPT 

Subtotal 

4,265 

200 

4.065 

95% 

Major  Capital  Projects 

33 

Embarcadero  Roadway 

DPW 

18,150 

6,437 

11.713 

65% 

34 

19th  &  Holloway  Safety  Improve. 

DPW 

35 

Candlestick  Traffic  Improvement 

DPT 

900 

900 

100% 

36 

Bernal  Hts.  Street  Upgrading 

DPW 

100 

100 

100% 

37 

Hunters  PL  Industrial  Connector 

DPT 

38 

Undergrounding  Crossover  Drive 

DPW 

39 

Third  Street  Median  Islands 

DPT 

Subtotal 

19,150 

6.437 

12,713 

66% 

Street  Trees 

40 

Planting'Maint.  (Exist.  Trees) 

DPW 

850 

117 

733 

86% 

41 

Planting/Maim.  (New  Trees) 

DPW 

700 

700 

100% 

Subtotal 

1,550 

117 

1.433 

92% 

Total  -  Streets/Traffic  Safety 

40.615 

6.834 

33.781 

83% 

PARATRANSIT 

42 

Additional  Service 

Muni 

8,105 

4,123 

3.982 

49% 

TRANSPORTATION  SYSTEMS  MANAGEMENT 

Ridesharlng  and  Transit  Promotion 

43 

Transit  Preferential  Streets 

DCP 

492 

311 

181 

37% 

44 

Sterling  Street  HOV  Lanes 

DPT 

45 

Transportation  Brokerage  Program 

DCP 

347 

62 

285 

82% 

46 

Transportation  Management  Assn. 

DCP 

444 

444 

100% 

Subtotal 

1,283 

373 

910 

71* 

Bicycle  and  Pedestrian 

47 

Bicycle,  Pedestrian  and  E&H 

DPW 

1.204 

1.204 

100% 

48 

Downtown  Pedestrian  Projects 

DCP 

377 

30 

347 

92% 

49 

Pedestrian/Transit  Access 

DCP 

Subtotal 

1.581 

30 

1.551 

98% 

Total  -  TSM 

2.864 

403 

2,461 

Total  -  Capital 

126.042 

16.000 

110.042 

87% 

A-5 


Exhibit  Q 

Benefit  Profile  of  Proposition  B  Project/Programs 


Benefits 

No. 

Project/Program 

Existing/ 
Increased 
Capacity 

Increased 
Coverage 

Increased 
Safety 

Increased 
Reliability 

Increased 
Access* 
Ibiltty 

Improved 
Air  Quality 

Congestion 
Mitigation 

Increased 
Efficiency 

Impact 

Notes 

1 

Muni  Metro  Turnback 

High 

IVfl  edjum 

High 

Hioh 

High 

1 

2 

Muni  Metro  Extension 

High 

Hieh 

Low 

1VIW1UUI 

\4f*dinin 

1*1LUJ  ULi  1 1 

Hioh 

Hieh 

1 

3 

Mission  Bay  Metro  Extension 

High 

High 

High 

Hieh 

2 

4 

F-Line  Streetcar 

High 

High 

Medium 

Medium 

Medium 

High 

3 

5 

Metro  Subway  Signal  System 

High 

High 

High 

High 

High 

6 

Metro  Accessibility  Improvement 

High 

Low 

7 

Presidio  Facility  Redevelopment 

1V1CUJU1I1 

Hioh 

ill  KI1 

Hioh 

Medium 

4 

8 

Metro  East  LRV  Facility 

nA  f*(i  mm 
1V1CLIJ  Ulll 

Hioh 

Hioh 

Medium 

2.4 

9 

Geneva  Facility  Modifications 

1Y1GU1UI11 

Hioh 

Hioh 

Medium 

4 

10 

Mission  Bay  Trolley  Extension 

1V1CU1UII1 

Hioh 
nign 

\A  f(\\  iim 
1V1CU1UII1 

IY1CUJU111 

XV1CU1U111 

IV1CL11 LUI1 

Medium 

2 

11 

Trolley  Coach  Electrification 

Medium 

Hioh 

nign 

Medium 

12 

RL  14  Extension  to  DC  BART 

Low 

Hioh 
mgn 

1V1CU1  LU 11 

Medium 

5 

13 

Ferry  Terminal  Expansion 

Low 

14 

Corridor  Planning/Envir.  Analysis 

Medium 

15 

Corridor  Capital  Construction 

Hioh 

Hioh 

Hioh 
mgn 

1V1CU1  Ul  11 

High 

16 

Vehicles 

K'fpiH  m  m 

1VJ.CU1U11I 

Hioh 

Hioh 

Hioh 

Hioh 

Hioh 

High 

17 

Guide  ways 

Hieh 

V4<*flinm 

Low 

Low 

Hieh 

Medium 

18 

Facilities 

Medium 

High 

Medium 

Medium 

High 

Medium 

4 

19 

Graffiti  Prevention 

.i 

High 

Low 

20 

Street  Resurfacine 

High 

High 

High 

High 

High 

21 

Seismic  Reinforcement 

High 

High 

High 

High 

22 

Railroad  Track  Removal/Repair 

Medium 

High 

Medium 

Low 

Medium 

23 

Sidewalk  Repair 

High 

High 

Medium 

Medium 

Medium 

24 

Street  Repair/Cleaning  Equipment 

Hieh 

High 

Medium 

25 

Siena]  Upgrading 

Medium 

High 

Medium 

High 

Hieh 

High 

6 

26 

Street  Name  Signs 

Medium 

Medium 

Low 

6 

27 

Raised  Reflective  Lane  Marking 

High 

Low 

28 

New  Traffic  Signals 

High 

High 

Medium 

High 

High 

High 

6 

29 

Traffic  Control  Systems 

Medium 

High 

Medium 

Hieh 

High 

High 

30 

Traffic  Engineering  Equipment 

Medium 

High 

Low 

31 

Army  Street  Circle 

Medium 

Medium 

Low 

32 

Potrero  Avenue 

High 

Medium 

33 

Embarcadero  Roadway 

High 

High 

High 

High 

High 

1 

34 

19th  &  Hollowav  Safety  Improve. 

Medium 

Medium 

Low 

35 

Candlestick  Traffic  Improvement 

Medium 

Medium 

Medium 

Medium 

Medium 

Medium 

36 

Bernal  Hts.  Street  Upgrading 

Medium 

Medium 

High 

High 

Medium 

Medium 

Medium 

37 

Hunters  PL  Industrial  Connector 

Low 

Low 

Low 

Low 

Low 

7 

38 

Underground^ ng  Crossover  Drive 

Medium 

Medium 

Medium 

Medium 

Medium 

39 

Third  Street  Median  Islands 

Medium 

Medium 

High 

Medium 

High 

Medium 

40 

Planting/Mai nt.  (Exist.  Trees') 

High 

Medium 

Medium 

41 

Planting/Maint.  (New  Trees) 

Medium 

High 

Medium 

Medium 

42 

Additional  Paratransit  Service 

High 

High 

Medium 

High 

High 

43 

Transit  Preferential  Streets 

High 

Medium 

High 

High 

High 

Medium 

High 

6 

44 

Sterling  Street  HOV  Lanes 

High 

Low 

Medium 

Medium 

Medium 

6 

45 

Transportation  Brokerage  Program 

Medium 

Medium 

Low 

High 

High 

High 

6 

46 

Transportation  Management  Assn. 

Medium 

Medium 

Low 

High 

High 

High 

6 

47 

Bicycle 

Pedestrian  and  E&H 

Medium 

High 

High 

High 

High 

High 

6 

48 

Downtown  Pedestrian  Projects 

Medium 

Medium 

Medium 

Medium 

Medium 

6 

49 

Pedestrian/Transit  Access 

High 

Medium 

Low 

Medium 

6 

See  Notes  to  Accompany  Exhibit  Q  on  page  A-7 
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Exhibit  Q  Legend 
Benefits 

•  Existing/increased  capacity  of  transportation  systems  to  move  additional  people  and  goods 
through  new  or  existing  facilities  and  equipment  in  peak  periods. 

•  Increased  coverage  of  San  Francisco  through  preferred  transit  modes  (i.e.,  LRT  is  preferred 
over  trolley  coach  or  trolley  coach  is  preferred  over  diesel  coach  where  there  is  sufficient 
ridership  to  justify  the  capital  costs  of  the  upgraded  service. 

•  Increased  safety  to  traveling  passengers  and  drivers,  pedestrians,  and  employees  of  the 
Sponsoring  Agencies. 

•  Increased  reliability  of  transit  and  paratransit  operators  to  meet  published  schedules  and 
response  times. 

•  Increased  accessibility  of  (a)  fixed-route  transit  services  to  those  who  can  use  them,  (b) 
paratransit  services  to  elderly  and  handicapped  patrons  who  need  them,  and  (c)  access  to  public 
facilities. 

•  Improved  air  quality  in  categories  that  help  achieve  regional  air  quality  goals,  objectives,  and 
standards. 

•  Congestion  mitigation  in  categories  that  help  achieve  regional  mobility  and  related  goals, 
objectives,  and  standards. 

•  Increased  efficiency  of  Sponsoring  Agency  personnel  due  to  the  availability  of  new  facilities, 
equipment,  and  vehicles. 

Impact  is  the  overall  composite  rating  that  reflects  both  the  breadth  and  depth  of  various  benefits. 

Exhibit  Q  Notes 

1.  Currently  included  as  one  of  the  Waterfront  Transportation  Projects  under  the  jurisdiction  of 
the  Waterfront  Transportation  Projects  Office  (WTPO)  headed  by  the  Chief  Administrative 
Officer. 

2.  Considered  one  of  the  transportation  projects  covered  by  the  Mission  Bay  Transportation 
Agreement. 

3.  Candidate  for  inclusion  under  the  jurisdiction  of  the  Waterfront  Transportation  Projects  Office. 

4.  Included  as  part  of  Muni's  Facilities  Plan. 

5.  Project  is  no  longer  an  extension  project;  it  is  an  overhead  rehabilitation  project  now  included 
under  Project  17. 

6.  Considered  a  key  program  for  implementing  the  Authority's  Congestion  Management  Plan 
(CMP). 

7.  Project  depends  on  whether  or  not  the  City  revitalizes  the  Hunters  Point  shipyards,  which  would 
involve  heavy  truck  traffic  on  Industrial  Boulevard. 
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Exhibit  R 

Readiness  Profile  of  Proposition  B  Projects/Programs 


No. 

ProjacfProgram 

Planning 

PE/FD 
Readiness 

Construction 
Readiness 

Equip.  PtocJ 
Services 
Readiness 

Notes 

1 

Muni  Metro  Turnback 

High 

2 

Muni  Metro  Extension 

High 

High 

3 

Mission  Bay  Metro  Extension 

Medium 

4 

F-Line  Streetcar 

Hieh 

High 

5 

Metro  Subway  Signal  System 

High 

High 

6 

Metro  Accessibility  Improvement 

High 

1 

7 

Presidio  Facility  Redevelopment 

2 

8 

Metro  East  LRV  Facility 

Medium 

9 

Geneva  Facility  Modifications 

Medium 

Medium 

10 

Mission  Bay  Trolley  Extension 

3 

11 

Trolley  Coach  Electrification 

Medium 

12 

Rt.  14  Extension  to  DC  BART 

Medium 

Hich 

13 

Ferry  Terminal  Expansion 

14 

Corridor  Planning/Envir.  Analysis 

High 

High 

15 

Corridor  Capital  Construction 

16 

Vehicles 

Medium 

17 

Guideways 

High 

High 

18 

Facilities 

Low 

19 

Graffiti  Prevention 

20 

Street  Resurfacing 

^  Medium 

High 

21 

Seismic  Reinforcement 

High 

High 

4 

22 

Railroad  Track  Removal/Repair 

High 

Medium 

23 

Sidewalk  Repair 

High 

24 

Street  Repair/Cleaning  Equipment 

Hieh 

25 

Signal  Upgrading 

High 

High 

26 

Street  Name  Signs 

27 

Raised  Reflective  Lane  Marking 

1 

28 

New  Traffic  Signals 

High 

1 

29 

Traffic  Control  Systems 

High 

1 

30 

Traffic  Engineering  Equipment 

31 

Army  Street  Circle 

32 

Potrero  Avenue 

1 

33 

Embarcadero  Roadway 

High 

High 

High 

34 

19th  &  Hollowav  Safety  Improve. 

35 

Candlestick  Traffic  Improvement 

Medium 

Medium 

4 

36 

Bernal  Hts.  Street  Upgrading 

Medium 

5 

37 

Hunters  PL  Industrial  Connector 

38 

Undergrounding  Crossover  Drive 

Low 

39 

Third  Street  Median  Islands 

5 

40 

Planting/Maint.  (Exist.  Trees) 

High 

A 1 
4 1 

Planting/Mai nt.  (New  Trees) 

High 

Medium 

42 

Additional  Parairansit  Service 

43 

Transit  Preferential  Streets 

High 

Medium 

6 

44 

Sterling  Street  HOV  Lanes 

1  J 

45 

Transportation  Brokerage  Program 

High 

6 

46 

Transportation  Management  Assn. 

High 

6 

47 

Bicycle,  Pedestrian  and  E&H 

High 

48 

Downtown  Pedestrian  Projects 

High 

High 

6 

49 

Pedestrian/Transit  Access 

Low 

6 
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Exhibit  R  Legend 


•  Planning  readiness:  the  extent  to  which  the  project/program  is  ready  for  any  necessary 
planning. 

•  PE/FD  readiness:  the  extent  to  which  the  project/program  is  ready  for  any  necessary  prelimi- 
nary engineering  (PE)  or  final  design  (FD). 

•  Construction  readiness:  the  extent  to  which  the  project/program  is  ready  for  construction 
procurement  or  construction  itself. 

•  Procurement  readiness:  the  extent  to  which  the  project/program  is  ready  for  procurement  of 
equipment  or  professional  services. 

Exhibit  R  Notes 

1.  Requires  documentation  of  a  more  refined  scope  of  work  to  indicate  specific  improvements  to 
be  implemented. 

2.  Requires  completion  of  an  overall  Muni  facilities  master  plan. 

3.  Requires  completion  of  preliminary  engineering  and  final  design  for  the  project. 

4.  Requires  documentation  of  a  more  refined  scope  of  work  to  indicate  which  bridges  are  included 
in  the  project. 

5.  Requires  Authority  decision  that  only  the  streets  and  street  lighting  components  of  the  DCP 
March  18,  1992  Program  for  the  Implementation  of  Infrastructure  Improvements  to  the  East 
and  South  Slopes  ofBernal  Heights  is  included  in  the  scope  of  Proposition  B  funding. 

6.  Requires  (a)  a  detailed  work  program  for  implementation  and  (b)  mutual  agreement  between 
DCP  and  the  Authority  that  the  latter  will  reimburse  the  former  for  specified  deliverables 
according  to  a  milestone  schedule. 
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Exhibit  S 

Funding  Profile  of  Proposition  B  Project/Programs 


Funding  Profits 


No. 

Project/Program 

Funding* 

Funding6 

Funding  Projected 

Funding  Commitments 

Financing 

puno* 
ability" 

Notes 

Eligibility 

Availability 

STff> 

TCi/FCR 

TIP 

State 

Federal 

Candidate 

] 

\A nni  \A ptro  Tilmbaplf 

Hi  eh 

Hich 

Medium 

Medium 

High 

Medium 

Hi  oh 

i 
i 

2 

Kfnni  Mptrn  Fitpn?iftii 

1V1UUI  ITlvUU  IjAKUmUI 

Hich 

Hi  ah 

Medium 

Low 

Low 

Medium 

Hich 

1V1CU1U11J 

3 

Hich 

I  L1KU 

Hish 

rxi^ll 

Medium 

Medium 

Medium 

mgn 

4 

F-I  -ine  Streetcar 

High 

High 

High 

Medium 

Medium 

Medium 

Hich 

Hich 

2 

5 

Metro  Subway  Signal  System 

High 

High 

Low 

Medium 

Medium 

Low 

Hich 

Hich 

 sum  

6 

Metro  Accessibility  Improvement 

Hieh 

Low 

Low 

Low 

7 

Presidio  Pacilitv  Redevelopment 

High 

Medium 

Medium 

Low 

Medium 

Hich 

8 

Metro  East  LRV  Facility 

High 

High 

Low 

High 

Medium 

Medium 

9 

Geneva  Facility  Modifications 

High 

Medium 

Low 

Low 

Medium 

Medium 

10 

Mission  Bay  Trolley  Extension 

High 

High 

Medium 

Low 

Medium 

11 

Trolley  Coach  Electrification 

High 

High 

Low 

Low 

Low 

Low 

Medium 

12 

Rt  14  Extension  to  DC  BART 

High 

High 

Low 

Low 

Low 

13 

Ferry  Terminal  Expansion 

High 

Medium 

14 

Corridor  Planning/En vir.  Analysis 

High 

Medium 

15 

Corridor  Capital  Construction 

High 

Medium 

High 

3 

16 

Vehicles 

High 

High 

High 

Medium 

High 

High 

Medium 

17 

Guidevvays 

High 

Medium 

Medium 

Medium 

High 

Medium 

Medium 

High 

18 

Facilities 

High 

Medium 

Low 

Medium 

High 

Low 

High 

19 

Graffiti  Prevention 

Low 

Low 

20 

Street  Resurfacing 

Medium 

Medium 

Medium 

High 

Medium 

High 

High 

4 

21 

Seismic  Reinforcement 

Medium 

Low 

Medium 

Medium 

Medium 

Medium 

Medium 

Medium 

5 

22 

Railroad  Track  Removal /Repair 

Medium 

Low 

Medium 

Medium 

Low 

Medium 

Medium 

6 

23 

Sidewalk  Repair 

Low 

Low 

Medium 

Low 

24 

Street  Repair/Cleaning  Equipment 

Low 

Low 

Medium 

Low 

25 

Signal  Upgrading 

Medium 

Medium 

Medium 

Medium 

26 

Street  Name  Signs 

Low 

Low 

27 

Raised  Reflective  Lane  Marking 

Low 

Low 

28 

New  Traffic  Signals 

Medium 

Medium 

Medium 

Medium 

29 

Traffic  Control  Systems 

Medium 

Medium 

Medium 

Medium 

30 

Traffic  Engineering  Equipment 

Low 

Low 

Low 

31 

Army  Street  Circle 

Low 

Low 

Low 

32 

Potrero  Avenue 

Low 

Low 

Low 

33 

Embarcadero  Roadway 

High 

High 

Medium 

TT '  ,1 

High 

TJ '  L 

High 

Medium 

it  :  „l 

High 

High 

High 

7 

34 

19th  &  Holloway  Safety  Improve. 

Low 

Low 

Medium 

Low 

35 

Candlestick  Traffic  Improvement 

Medium 

Medium 

Medium 

36 

Bemal  Hts.  Street  Upgrading 

Low 

Medium 

Medium 

Medium 

8 

37 

Hunters  Pt.  Industrial  Connector 

Low 

Low 

Medium 

38 

Underground!  ng  Crossover  Drive 

Medium 

Low 

High 

Low 

39 

Third  Street  Median  Islands 

Medium 

Medium 

Medium 

40 

Planting/Maint.  (Exist.  Trees) 

Low 

Medium 

Medium 

9 

41 

Planting/Maint.  (New  Trees) 

Low 

Medium 

Low 

Low 

Medium 

9 

42 

Additional  Paratransit  Service 

Low 

Low 

High 

43 

Transit  Preferential  Streets 

Medium 

Low 

High 

44 

Sterling  Street  HOV  Lanes 

Low 

Low 

Low 

45 

Transportation  Brokerage  Program 

Medium 

Low 

46 

Transportation  Management  Assn. 

Medium 

Low 

47 

Bicycle,  Pedestrian  and  E&H 

Medium 

Medium 

Low 

Low 

Medium 

Medium 

48 

Downtown  Pedestrian  Projects 

Medium 

Low 

49 

Pedestnan/Transit  Access 

High 

Low 

a.  See  Exhibit  U  on  page  A- 15  b.  See  Exhibit  V  on  page  A- 16 
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Exhibit  S  Legend 
Factors 

•  Funding  eligibility:  the  range  of  non-Proposition  B  funding  for  which  a  project  is  eligible,  as 
indicated  in  Exhibit  N  on  page  45  of  the  Strategic  Plan. 

•  Funding  availability:  the  extent  to  which  non-Proposition  B  funding  is  available  now  or  can 
reasonably  be  expected  to  be  available  in  the  nine-year  funding  window,  as  indicated  in 
Exhibit  O  on  page  48  of  the  Strategic  Plan. 

•  Funding  projected:  the  amount  of  money  already  programmed  in  one  of  the  following  State 
or  federal  funding  documents  (high  =  $10  million  or  more,  medium  =  $1-10  million,  and  low 
is  less  than  $1  million): 

-  Statewide  Transportation  Improvement  Program  (S TIF) 

-  State  Transit  Capital  Improvement  (TCI)  Program 

-  Flexible  Congestion  Relief  (FCR)  Program 

-  Federal  Transportation  Improvement  Program  (TIP). 

•  Funding  commitments:  the  extent  of  multi-year  funding  program  commitments  in  approved 
State  and  federal  programs  versus  current  projections  by  Sponsoring  Agencies. 

•  Financing  candidate:  the  extent  to  which  a  project/program  is  a  good  candidate  for  debt 
financing. 

•  'Tundability"  is  the  overall  composite  rating  that  reflects  both  the  range  and  extent  of  available 
funding. 

Exhibit  S  Notes 

1.  PUC  and  MTC  are  currently  negotiating  a  full-funding  grant  agreement  with  the  Federal  Transit  Administration 
(FTA). 

2.  PUC  and/or  the  Authority  needs  to  conduct  a  detailed  financial  capacity  assessment  of  Muni's  ability  to  build, 
operate,  and  maintain  the  F-Embarcadero  streetcar  line. 

3.  Expenditure  Plan  only  identified  $190  million  in  sales  tax  revenue  (1990  dollars)  for  fixed  guideway  projects  (light 
rail  or  trolley  coach);  other  necessary  funding  is  to  be  identified  in  the  corridor  studies  (Project  14). 

4.  MTC  has  tentatively  committed  a  fixed  amount  of  federal  funding  for  the  next  two  fiscal  years.  DPW  is  to  receive 
about  40%  of  San  Francisco's  "county  guarantee"  for  the  street  resurfacing  program. 

5.  DPW  intends  to  request  additional  State/federal  resources  for  seismic  reinforcement  through  Caltrans. 

6.  DPW  requested  additional  federal  funding  for  its  railroad  track  removal/repair  program  under  the  ISTEA  set-aside 
of  10%  of  Surface  Transportation  Program  (STP)  funds  for  safety  construction  activities,  however  DPW  does  not 
anticipate  receiving  any  federal  funds. 

7.  DPW  intends  to  seek  additional  federal  funding  for  construction  of  the  mid-segment  of  the  Embarcadero  Roadway. 

8.  Assumes  creation  of  a  separate  special  assessment  district  to  help  pay  for  street,  water  and  sewer  improvements  in 
each  sub-area  of  the  east  and  south  slopes  of  Bernal  Heights. 

9.  DPW  requested  additional  federal  funding  for  its  urban  forestry  program  under  the  ISTEA  set-aside  of  10%  of  STP 
funds  for  Transportation  enhancements,  which  encompasses  a  broad  range  of  environmental-related  activities, 
however  DPW  does  not  anticipate  receiving  any  federal  funds. 
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SALES  TAX  FUNDING  GUIDELINES 


The  Expenditure  Plan  approved  by  San  Francisco  voters  in  November  1989  assigned  a  Priority  1, 
2,  and/or  3  (Priority  1  being  the  highest)  to  each  of  the  49  projects/programs  in  the  Plan.  Proposition 
B  requires  that  all  Priority  1  projects  or  programs  in  a  given  Expenditure  Plan  subcategory  be  funded 
before  lower-priority  projects  and  programs  are  funded.  Proposition  B  funds  are  to  be  allocated  to 
Priority  1  projects/programs  and  total  FY  1989/90  -  FY  1998/99  sales  tax  authorizations  are  to 
approximate  the  60/30/8/2  funding  split  among  the  four  Expenditure  Plan  categories.  The  Authority 
has  adopted  policy  regarding  sales  tax  funding  of  Priority  2/3  projects. 

In  addition  to  the  Board's  funding  policies  indicated  in  Exhibit  G,  the  Strategic  Plan  is  based  on 
interim  funding  guidelines  that  were  used  to  develop  the  nine-year  funding  plan  contained  in  the 
Strategic  Plan.  They  are  summarized  below  in  order  of  importance: 

•  Project  impact  Proposition  B  funds  are  allocated  to  projects/programs  that  appear  to  have  the 
most  impact  in  terms  of  perceived  benefits  to  residents  and  businesses  of  San  Francisco. 

•  Project  readiness.  Given  the  existing  lag  in  the  start-up  of  the  overall  Proposition  B  transpor- 
tation program,  the  initial  Strategic  Plan  emphasizes  projects/program  that  are  ready  to  go  and/or 
clearly  can  be  delivered  within  the  seven-year  funding  window. 

•  Project  "fundability."  Proposition  B  funds  are,  to  the  extent  practicable,  used  to  leverage  State 
and/or  federal  funding  that  is  clearly  available  and/or  in  place. 

SCREENING  AND  GROUPING  OF  PROJECTS 

Authority  consultants  initially  screened  and  grouped  all  Proposition  B  projects  as  summarized  in 
Exhibit  T  on  page  A- 13  based  on  the: 

•  Above  funding  policies  and  guidelines 

•  Benefit,  readiness,  and  funding  profiles  developed  jointiy  with  Sponsoring  Agency  staff 

•  Sponsoring  Agency  delivery  of  project  results  to  date,  as  reflected  in  the  expenditure  of 
previously  authorized  sales  tax  revenues  (see  Exhibit  P  on  pages  A-4  -  A5  of  the  Strategic  Plan) 

•  Quality  of  the  project  worksheet  data  compiled  jointly  by  Sponsoring  Agency  staff  and 
Authority  consultants. 

Below  is  a  brief  description  of  the  six  categories  into  which  we  have  grouped  Proposition  B  projects 
and  programs: 

•  Group  A  includes  projects/programs  where  immediate  Proposition  B  funding  is  needed  to: 

-  Serve  as  matching  funds  to  secure  State  and/or  federal  funding  for  an  existing  grant 
application 

-  Certify  an  equipment  procurement  or  construction  contract  for  approval  and  a  notice  to 
proceed  (NTP)  in  FY  1992/93 

-  Fund  planning,  preliminary  engineering,  and/or  final  design  that  will  begin  in  FY  1992/93. 
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Exhibit  T 

Grouping  of  Proposition  B  Projects/Programs 


No. 

Project/Program 

Priority 

Impact* 

Planning 

PE/FD 

IWoUuRRfB 

Construct  ton 

Epulp*  PtocJ 
Services 
Readiness 

TundabHity"b 

Group 

1 

Muni  Metro  Turnback 

1 

High 

High 

Medium 

A 

2 

Muni  Metro  Extension 

1 

High 

High 

High 

Medium 

B 

3 

Mission  Bay  Metro  Extension 

1 

High 

Medium 

Low 

B 

4 

F-Line  Streetcar 

1 

High 

High 

High 

High 

A 

5 

Metro  Subway  Signal  System 

1 

High 

High 

High 

High 

A 

6 

Metro  Accessibility  Improvement 

1 

Low 

High 

B 

7 

Presidio  Facility  Redevelopment 

1 

Medium 

D 

8 

Metro  East  LRV  Facility 

1 

Medium 

Medium 

Medium 

B 

9 

Geneva  Facility  Modifications 

1 

Medium 

Medium 

Medium 

Medium 

E 

10 

Mission  Bay  Trolley  Extension 

2 

Medium 

D 

11 

Trolley  Coach  Electrification 

2 

Medium 

Medium 

Medium 

D 

12 

Rt  14  Extension  to  DC  BART 

2 

Medium 

Medium 

High 

F 

13 

Ferry  Terminal  Expansion 

2 

Low 

E 

14 

Corridor  Planning/En vir.  Analysis 

1.2 

Medium 

High 

High 

A 

15 

Corridor  Capital  Construction 

2,3 

High 

C 

16 

Vehicles 

1 

High 

Medium 

Medium 

C 

17 

Guidewavs 

1 

Medium 

High 

High 

High 

A 

18 

Facilities 

1 

Medium 

Low 

C 

19 

Graffiti  Prevention 

1 

Low 

D 

20 

Street  Resurfacing 

1.2 

High 

? 

High 

High 

A 

21 

Seismic  Reinforcement 

1 

High 

High 

High 

Medium 

A 

22 

Railroad  Track  Removal/Repair 

2 

Medium 

High 

Medium 

Medium 

F 

23 

Sidewalk  Repair 

2 

Medium 

High 

Low 

A 

24 

Street  Repair/Cleaning  Equipment 

2 

Medium 

High 

Low 

A 

25 

Signal  Upgrading 

1.2 

High 

High 

High 

Medium 

A 

26 

Street  Name  Signs 

1 

Low 

A 

27 

Raised  Reflective  Lane  Marking 

2 

Low 

D 

28 

New  Traffic  Signals 

2 

High 

High 

Medium 

F 

29 

Traffic  Control  Systems 

2 

High 

High 

Medium 

D 

30 

Traffic  Engineering  Equipment 

2 

Low 

E 

31 

Army  Street  Circle 

2 

Low 

F 

32 

Potrero  Avenue 

2 

Medium 

D 

33 

Embarcadero  Roadway 

1 

High 

High 

High 

High 

High 

A 

34 

19th  &  Holloway  Safety  Improve. 

1 

Low 

Low 

F 

35 

Candlestick  Traffic  Improvement 

1 

Medium 

Medium 

Medium 

A 

36 

Bernal  Hts.  Street  Upgrading 

2 

Medium 

Medium 

Medium 

D 

37 

Hunters  Pt  Industrial  Connector 

2 

Low 

F 

38 

Undergrounding  Crossover  Drive 

2 

Medium 

Low 

Low 

F 

39 

Third  Street  Median  Islands 

2 

Medium 

D 

40 

Planting/Maint.  (Exist.  Trees') 

1,2 

Medium 

High 

Medium 

A 

41 

Planting/Maint.  (New  Trees') 

1,2 

Medium 

High 

Medium 

Medium 

A 

42 

Additional  Paratransit  Service 

1 

High 

High 

A 

43 

Transit  Preferential  Streets 

1 

High 

High 

Medium 

A 

44 

Sterling  Street  HOV  Lanes 

1 

Medium 

D 

45 

Transportation  Brokerage  Program 

1 

High 

High 

A 

46 

Transportation  Management  Assn. 

1,2 

High 

High 

A 

47 

Bicycle,  Pedestrian  and  E&H 

1,2 

High 

High 

Medium 

A 

48 

Downtown  Pedestrian  Projects 

1,2 

Medium 

High 

High 

A 

49 

Pedestrian/Transit  Access 

3 

Low 

Low 

F 

a.  Ratings  from  Exhibit  Q  on  page  A-6         b.  Ratings  from  Exhibit  L  on  page  A-10 
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•  Group  B  includes  projects/programs  where  Proposition  B  funding  will  soon  be  needed  to: 

-  Serve  as  matching  funds  to  secure  State  and/or  federal  funding  for  a  grant  application 
currently  under  development 

-  Certify  an  equipment  procurement  or  construction  contract  for  approval  and  a  notice  to 
proceed  in  FY  1993/94 

-  Fund  planning,  preliminary  engineering,  and/or  final  design  that  will  begin  in  FY  1993/94. 

•  Group  C  includes  projects/programs  not  in  Groups  A  or  B  that  are  good  candidates  for 
FY  1992/93  -  FY  1998/99  funding  if  the  Authority  chooses  a  financing  scenario  to  supplement 
the  limited  pay-as-you-go  funding  of  Muni  vehicle  and  facilities  projects. 

•  Group  D  includes  the  "reserve"  projects  that  are  mostly  Priority  2  projects  where  Sponsoring 
Agencies  have  demonstrated  that  project  funding  will  not  jeopardize  full  funding  of  Priority  1 
projects  and  programs  in  the  same  Expenditure  Plan  categories. 

•  Group  E  includes  projects/programs  which  have  already  received  Proposition  B  funding 
authorizations  to  date  and  (a)  are  not  eligible  for  further  funding  or  (b)  Sponsoring  Agencies 
have  not  demonstrated  any  need  for  further  funding  in  FY  1992/93  -  FY  1998/99. 

•  Group  F  includes  projects/programs  have  not  yet  received  any  funding  and  are  expected  to  be 
funded  in  the  "out  years." 

FUNDING  ELIGIBILITY  AND  AVAILABILITY 

Because  sales  tax  revenues  are  to  be  used  to  leverage  State  and/or  federal  funding  to  the  extent 
practicable,  Sponsoring  Agency  staff  and  Authority  consultants  jointly  identified: 

•  Funding  eligibility  for  each  Proposition  B  project/program  (as  summarized  in  Exhibit  U  on 
page  A- 15) 

•  Funding  availability  for  each  major  regional,  State,  and  federal  source  (as  summarized  in 
Exhibit  V  on  page  A- 16). 
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Exhibit  U 

Summary  of  Project/Program  Funding  Eligibility 
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Exhibit  V 

Summary  of  Prospective  Non-Proposition  B  Funding1 
FY  1992/93  -  FY2000/01 


Total  Funding  (millions) 
Funding  Program   Ism        Medium         High  Notes 

Intermodal  Surface  Transportation 
Efficiency  Act  of  1991  (ISTEA) 


Surface  Transportation  Program 

$  11 

$  29 

$  47 

2,4 

Congestion  Mitigation/ 

Air  Quality  Improvement 

30 

41 

52 

2,4 

Sec.  3  New  Starts 

0 

0 

0 

2,5 

Sec.  3  Fixed  Guideway 

169 

212 

282 

2,5,6 

Sec.  3  Bus/ Alternative  Fuels 

87 

124 

211 

2,5,7 

Sec.  9  Formula  Block  Grant 

206 

258 

344 

2,5,8 

Subtotal  -  ISTEA 

503 

664 

936 

State  Funding 

State  Highway  Account  26  43  60  9 

State  Gas  Tax  Subvention  17  19  21  10 

Proposition  108/1 16  Rail  Bonds  21  108  228  11 

Flexible  Congestion  Relief  35  70  100  12 

State- Local  Transp.  Partnership  0  0  0  13 

Transit  Capital  Improvement   38  75  90  14 

Subtotal  -  State  J37  315  499 
Regional  and  Local  Funding 


AB  664  Bridge  Tolls 

27 

27 

27 

15 

Measure  One  Bridge  Tolls 

36 

36 

36 

15 

BART  Capital  Reserves 

15 

15 

15 

16 

San  Francisco  Municipal  Railway 

Improvement  Corporation 

10 

10 

10 

17 

Transit  Impact  Development  Fee 

0 

35 

72 

18 

Subtotal  -  Regional/Local 

86 

121 

158 

Total 

$728 

$1,102 

$1,593 

i  Notes  to  Accompany  Exhibit  V  on  page 
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Exhibit  V  Notes 


1.  Excludes  federal,  state,  and  regional  funding  used  primarily  for  operating  assistance  (TDA/STA  funds  and  AB 
1 107  sales  tax  revenue)  as  well  as  capital  funding  of  less  than  $1  million  per  year  (Hetch  Hetchy  capital  reserves 
and  SLTPP),  the  threshold  for  strategic  financial  planning  purposes. 

2.  Assumes  that  federal  funding  in  FY  1997/98  and  FY  1998/99  will  be  comparable  to  the  current  ISTEA  provisions. 

3.  High  estimate  assumes  100%  of  FAU/FAS  annual  apportionment  (escalated  at  5%  per  year)  indicated  in  MTC's 
1993  TIP  instruction;  medium  estimate  assumes  90%;  low  estimate  assumes  80%. 

4.  Based  on  July  7, 1992  MTC  Staff  Recommendation  on  the  STP/CMAQ  Program.  Excludes  any  STP  funds  received 
by  the  Authority  to  fund  its  Congestion  Management  Agency  (CMA)  activities. 

5.  High  estimate  is  based  on  100%  of  ISTEA  authorization  levels;  medium  estimate  is  based  on  75%  of  ISTEA 
authorization  levels;  low  estimate  is  based  on  50%  of  ISTEA  authorization  levels. 

6.  High  estimate  assumes  that  Muni  will  receive  50%  of  fixed  guideway  funds  allocated  to  the  region.  In  the  previous 
authorization  period,  Muni  was  programmed  to  receive  78%  of  the  region's  fixed  guideway  funding.  For  FY 
1991/92,  MTC  requested  62%  of  the  region's  fixed  guideway  funding  for  Muni;  PUC  has  requested  $80  million 
in  fixed  guideway  funding  for  the  Muni  Metro  turnback  and  will  likely  use  remaining  funds  for  LRV  replacement. 

7.  High  estimate  assumes  that  Muni  will  receive  50%  of  bus/alternative  fuels  funding  for  which  the  region  competes 
on  a  discretionary  basis.  In  the  previous  authorization  period,  Muni  was  programmed  to  receive  78%  of  the  region's 
bus  funding. 

8.  High  estimate  assumes  100%  of  the  portion  of  Section  9  funding  authorized  for  capital  purposes  (i.e.,  Section  9 
apportionment  less  the  operating  ceiling)  times  the  historical  average  (40%)  of  the  regional  share  going  to  Muni; 
PUC  has  requested  $236  million  in  FY  1992/93  -  FY  1998/99  federal  funding  for  projects  (May  26, 1992  Capital 
Priorities  Project  Listing). 

9.  High  estimate  assumes  that  San  Francisco  will  secure  $60  million  in  SHA  funds  for  the  mid-segment  of  the 
Embarcadero  Roadway;  low  estimate  assumes  the  amount  currently  programmed  in  the  SUP;  medium  estimate 
splits  the  difference. 

10.  High  estimate  assumes  continuation  of  State  gas  tax  subvention  at  $3  million  a  year;  medium  estimate  assumes 
90%;  low  estimate  assumes  80%. 

11.  Assumes  passage  of  second  and  third  bond  referenda  in  November  1992  and  November  1994;  high  estimate 
assumes  100%  funding  of  Muni  rail  bonds  programmed  in  the  1992  STIP;  medium  estimate  assumes  90%;  low 
estimate  assumes  80%. 

12.  High  estimate  assumes  100%  of  Flexible  Congestion  Relief  (FCR)  funding  of  projects  in  the  1992  STIP;  medium 
estimate  assumes  90%;  low  estimate  assumes  80%. 

13.  Assumes  San  Francisco  will  not  receive  any  more  SB  300  funds  even  though  DPW  is  anticipating  $700,000  per 
year  in  Partnership  funds. 

14.  High  estimate  assumes  Muni  will  receive  the  historical  average  of  about  $7  million  a  year  in  TCI  funding ;  medium 
estimate  assumes  90%  of  that  amount;  low  estimate  assumes  80%. 

15.  Estimates  based  on  MTC  Ten-Year  Revenue  Projections  dated  March  2,  1992  (less  funds  to  pay  off  SFMRIC 
debt). 

16.  $15  million  is  committed  to  Muni  Metro  Extension  (to  6th  Street)  in  the  BART  Extensions  Staging  Policy. 

17.  $8  million  in  remaining  SFMRIC  bond  proceeds  is  committed  to  Muni  rehabilitation  and  enhancement  projects. 

18.  High  estimate  assumes  that  all  anticipated  TIDF  revenue  not  projected  for  O&M  will  be  used  for  capital  purposes; 
medium  estimate  assumes  that  TIDF  revenue  will  be  split  45/55  for  capital  and  O&M  purposes  less  TIDF  funds 
used  to  help  balance  the  City's  FY  1992/93  budget;  low  estimate  assumes  no  TIDF  revenue  currently  projected 
for  capital  purposes  will  be  available. 
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Appendix  B 

Funding  and 
Delivery  Scenarios 


FUNDING  AND  DELIVERY  SCENARIOS 


FUNDING  SCENARIO  DEVELOPMENT 

A  key  element  of  Proposition  B  strategic  planning  entailed  the  development  of  various  funding 
scenarios  based  on  projected  revenues,  funding  requirements,  and  delivery  strategies  as  described  below. 

Projected  Revenues 

In  developing  the  recommended  funding  plan,  the  Authority  considered  a  number  of  different 
revenue  scenarios  that  reflected: 

•  Non-Proposition  B  funding:  using  the  high,  medium  and  low  estimates  of  federal,  State, 
regional  and  other  local  funding,  as  summarized  in  Exhibit  V  on  page  A- 16 

•  Sales  tax  revenues:  using  high,  medium,  or  low  growth  of  Proposition  B  sales  tax  revenues 
(defined  as  7%,  6%,  and  5%  annual  growth,  respectively),  as  summarized  in  Exhibit  W  on 
page  B-2. 

Funding  Requirements 

In  developing  the  recommended  funding  plan,  the  Authority  also  considered  a  number  of  different 
bases  for  authorizing  Proposition  B  funds: 

•  Expenditure  Plan  allocations:  annually  allocating  sales  tax  revenues  proportionally  to  the 
categories  and  subcategories  in  the  Expenditure  Plan 

•  Leverage:  using  sales  tax  revenues  as  local  match  for  State  and/or  federal  funds  in  order  to 
maximize  the  "bang  for  the  buck" 

•  Financing:  pledging  sales  tax  revenues  to  payment  of  debt  service  associated  with  debt 
financing  to  accelerate  project  delivery. 

Delivery  Strategies 

Finally,  in  developing  the  recommended  funding  plan,  the  Authority  considered  a  number  of 
different  delivery  strategies  to  accomplish  various  public  policy  goals: 

•  Infrastructure  maintenance:  maintaining,  rehabilitating,  and  replacing  existing  transportation 
systems  rather  than  enhancing  or  extending  them 

•  Economic  development:  building  the  Embarcadero  Roadway,  Waterfront,  Mission  Bay,  and 
other  projects  that  are  key  to  the  economic  development  of  San  Francisco 

•  Economic  recovery:  funding  capital  projects  and  programs  that  would  generate  immediate 
results  and/or  maximize  the  creation  of  local  employment  in  the  short  run. 
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Sensitivity  Analysis  of  Projected  Sales  Tax  Revenues 

Exhibit  W  below  summarizes  the  sales  tax  revenue  projections  contained  in  the  appendix  to  the 
Expenditure  Plan  (adjusted  to  include  receipts  from  April  1990  through  June  1992).  The  Expenditure 
Plan  estimated  an  average  7.9%  growth  in  sales  per  year,  based  on  an  average  of  1 .3%  in  real  growth 
and  6.6%  inflation  per  year.  Also  included  in  Exhibit  W  are  three  sales  tax  estimates  based  on  5%, 
6%  and  7%  growth  a  year  in  sales  tax  receipts. 


Exhibit  W 

Projected  Sales  Tax  Receipts,  1990-2010 


Expenditure  Plan 


Strategic  Plan 


Fiscal 

Escalated 

Constant 

Sales  Tax  Estimates 

Year 

Dollars 

Dollars 

@5% 

@6% 

@7% 

1990 

$10.1 

$10.1 

$10.1 

$10.1 

$10.1 

1991 

42.9 

41.1 

43.5 

43.5 

43.5 

1992 

45.6 

41.8 

42.0 

42.0 

42.0 

1993 

48.5 

42.4 

44.0 

44.5 

44.9 

1994 

51.6 

43.0 

46.2 

47.2 

48.1 

1995 

54.8 

43.7 

48.5 

50.0 

51.5 

1996 

58.5 

44.3 

51.0 

53.0 

55.1 

1997 

62.2 

44.8 

53.5 

56.2 

58.9 

1998 

66.3 

45.3 

56.2 

59.6 

63.0 

1999 

70.8 

45.8 

59.0 

63.2 

67.4 

2000 

75.3 

46.2 

61.9 

66.9 

72.2 

2001 

80.3 

46.7 

65.0 

71.0 

77.2 

2002 

85.7 

47.3 

68.3 

75.2 

82.6 

2003 

91.5 

47.9 

71.7 

79.7 

88.4 

2004 

97.7 

48.4 

75.2 

84.5 

94.6 

2005 

104.3 

49.0 

79.0 

89.6 

101.2 

2006 

111.4 

49.6 

83.0 

94.6 

108.3 

2007 

118.9 

50.2 

87.1 

100.7 

115.8 

2008 

127.0 

50.8 

91.5 

106.7 

124.0 

2008 

135.6 

51.4 

96.0 

113.1 

132.7 

2010 

108.6 

39.0 

75.6 

89.9 

106.5 

$1,647.6 

$929.1 

$1,308.3 

$1,442.2 

$1,588.0 

Below  are  some  subtotals  for  the  above  sales  tax  revenue  projections  before,  during,  and  after  the 
funding  period  contained  in  this  Strategic  Plan: 


Periods 

4/90-6/92 
7/92-6/01 
7/01-3/10 
Total 


Expenditure  Plan 


Escalated 
Dollars 


$ 


98.6 
568.2 
980.8 


$1,647.6 


Constant 
Dollars 

$  93.0 
402.2 
433.9 

$929.1 


Strategic  Plan 


Sales  Tax  Estimates 

®5%       @6%  @7% 


95.6* 
485.3 
727.4 


$ 


95.6  * 
373.7 
972.9 


$1,308.3  $1,442.2 


$    95.6  * 
388.9 
1,103.5 
$1,588.0 


*  Actual  receipts 
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As  you  can  see,  each  1%  difference  in  the  average  annual  growth  of  sales  tax  revenues  means  a 
difference  of  approximately  $15  million  in  Proposition  B  funding  during  the  seven-year  funding 
window. 

Sales  Tax  Revenue  Forecasting  Model 

The  sales  tax  revenue  forecasting  model  used  by  the  San  Francisco  Controller's  Office  projects  local 
sales  tax  revenues  based  on  (a)  gross  domestic  product  (GDP)  in  1987  dollars  and  (b)  the  consumer 
price  index  for  the  Bay  Area,  based  on  a  1982-84  benchmark.  On  that  basis,  we  developed  three 
sales  tax  revenue  forecasts: 

•  5%  annual  growth:  reflects  the  recent  average  growth  in  GDP  of  1.5%  per  year  plus  inflation 
of  3.5%  per  year 

•  6%  annual  growth:  reflects  the  low  end  of  historical  growth  in  GDP  of  2.5%  per  year  plus 
inflation  of  3.5%  per  year 

•  7%  annual  growth:  reflects  the  high  end  of  historical  growth  in  GDP  of  3.5%  per  year  plus 
inflation  of  3.5%  per  year 

As  indicated  by  the  above  summaries,  sales  tax  revenues  anticipated  at  the  time  the  Expenditure 
Plan  was  approved  are  significantly  higher  than  sales  tax  revenues  projected  under  any  of  the  three 
Strategic  Plan  scenarios.  Given  the  continuing  uncertainty  about  the  California  economy,  we  are 
basing  our  recommended  FY  1992/93  -  FY  1998/99  funding  plan  on  the  5%  annual  growth  in  sales 
tax  revenues. 

By  using  a  single  case  for  projected  sales  tax  revenue,  we  limited  the  number  of  scenarios  evaluated 
to  the  seven  in  Exhibit  X  rather  than  2 1  (each  of  the  seven  in  Exhibit  X  times  5%,  6%  and  7%  growth 
in  sales  tax  revenues). 

Constraints  on  Proposition  B  Funding  Scenarios 

Before  presenting  the  recommended  funding  plan,  it  is  important  to  summarize  the  key  constraints 
associated  with  the  funding  requirements  (i.e.,  the  columns)  in  Exhibit  X: 

•  Expenditure  Plan  allocations:  primary  constraints  are  (a)  the  Authority's  existing  60/30/8/2 
split  policy  and  (b)  the  pay-as-you-go  funding  limit  of  $377  million 

•  Leverage:  primary  constraints  are  (a)  the  required  leverage  of  State  and/or  federal  funding  for 
Muni  projects  and  (b)  the  pay-as-you-go  funding  limit  of  $377  million 

•  Financing:  primary  constraint  is  the  debt  service  that  can  be  covered  by  sales  tax  receipts  from 
the  time  of  debt  issuance  until  the  end  of  the  Proposition  sales  tax  period  on  March  3 1 ,  20 1 0. 

•  Appropriations:  secondary  constraint  is  the  $160  million  annual  appropriations  limit  included 
in  the  Proposition  B  ordinance. 
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MUNI  CAPITAL  PROGRAM  SCENARIOS 

This  Financial  Capacity  Assessment  identified  a  number  of  Muni  capital  program  funding  and 
delivery  alternatives  for  PUC  and  its  funding  agencies  to  consider  in  updating  the  Financial  Plan 
for  Muni's  capital  program;  these  included: 

•  Use  of  federal  appropriations  levels  equal  to  50%,  60%,  75%  and  100%  of  the  authorization 
levels  specified  in  ISTEA 

•  Use  of  either  pay-as-you-go  or  lease-financing  with  sales  tax  revenues,  bridge  tolls,  FTA  Section 
3  fixed  guideway  funds  and  Section  9  formula  funds  as  the  primary  sources  of  revenues  pledged 
to  make  lease  payments 

•  Inclusion  or  exclusion  of  various  expansion  and  replacement  projects  in  the  FY  1992/93  - 
FY  2000/01  capital  program  (versus  deferring  them  until  after  FY  2000/01): 


Rail  Expansions   Trolley  Coach  Replacement/Expansion 


Rail  Corridor  studies 

$  11 

1999  artic  trolleys 

$123 

Bayshore  Corridor 

175* 

Mission  Bay  extensions 

30 

Muni  Metro  extension  to  16th 

23 

Electrification  (2  lines) 

32 

LRV  expansion  (44) 

169 

Presidio  redevelopment 

53 

Metro  East  facility 

112 

Total 

$238 

Related  underpass/bridges 

56 

Total 

$546 

*  Includes  $55  million  in  construction  financing 

costs  for  an  assumed  $120  million  project 
that  would  be  charged  to  the  project 

Combinations  of  the  above  funding  and  delivery  alternatives  were  used  to  identify  32  potential 
financial  scenarios,  but  the  initial  Financial  Capacity  Assessment  focused  on  the  16  scenarios 
summarized  below: 


FTA  %  of  ISTEA 

Lease 

Include  Rail 

Include  Trolley 

Scenario 

Appropriations 

Financing 

Extensions 

Replacements 

1 

60% 

No 

Yes 

Yes 

2 

60% 

No 

Yes 

No 

3 

60% 

No 

No 

Yes 

4 

60% 

No 

No 

No 

5 

60% 

Yes 

Yes 

Yes 

6 

60% 

Yes 

Yes 

No 

7 

60% 

Yes 

No 

Yes 

8 

60% 

Yes 

No 

No 

9 

75% 

No 

Yes 

Yes 

10 

75% 

No 

Yes 

No 

11 

75% 

No 

No 

Yes 

12 

75% 

No 

No 

No 

13 

75% 

Yes 

Yes 

Yes 

14 

75% 

Yes 

Yes 

No 

15 

75% 

Yes 

No 

Yes 

16 

75% 

Yes 

No 

No 
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ALTERNATIVE  MUNI  CAPITAL  PROGRAM  STRATEGIES 


Muni's  FY  1992/93  -  FY  2000/01  capital  program  strategy  needs  to  address  two  primary  issues: 

•  Ability  to  fund:  ability  of  PUC  and  SFCTA  to  fund  the  entire  capital  program  on  a  pay-as-you- 
go  basis  versus  the  need  to  utilize  lease-financing  for  major  fleet  replacement  and  expansion  projects 

•  Ability  to  deliver:  ability  of  Muni  and  UEB  to  deliver  a  $2.3  billion  capital  program  within  the 
nine-year  period. 

Pay-As- You-Go  Versus  Lease  Financing  of  Muni's  Capital  Program 

Analysis  of  pay-as-you-go  versus  lease-financing  focused  on  comparing  two  of  the  eight  scenarios: 

•  Scenario  1  is  a  pay-as-you-go  scenario  in  which  Muni  and  PUC  try  to  implement  all  of  the 
proposed  capital  projects  within  the  FY  1992/93  -  FY  2000/01  time  period.  To  be  viable,  this 
scenario  depends  on  PUC  and  SFCTA  staff  securing  a  commitment  of  the  following  federal, 
State,  regional  and  local  funding  (millions  of  escalated  dollars)  in  the  next  15  months: 


Total 

STIP/TIP 

Additional 

Still 

Source  of  Funding 

Needed 

Programmed 

Projected 

Needed 

Sec.  3  fixed  guideway 

$  350 

$  91 

$  78 

$181 

Sec.  3  bus/alt.  fuels 

211 

71 

0 

140 

Sec.  9  formula 

251 

204 

2 

45 

STP/CMAQ 

70 

9 

31 

30 

State  TCI 

90 

8 

30 

52 

Prop.  108  rail  bonds 

193 

104 

89 

0 

Prop.  116  rail  bonds 

35 

21 

14 

0 

State  FCR 

111 

35 

0 

76 

TTDF/SFMRIC 

45 

43 

2 

0 

AB  664  bridge  tolls 

85 

0 

36 

49 

Measure  One  bridge  tolls 

87 

0 

27 

60 

Prop.  B  sales  tax 

501 

239 

58 

204 

Total  funding 

$2,030 

$825 

$367 

$837 

•  Scenario  5  entails  proceeding  with  most  of  the  existing  capital  program  by  (a)  securing  about 
$400  million  in  additional  federal  and  State  funds,  (b)  lease-financing  of  128  replacement/ex- 
pansion LRV's  and  118  articulated  trolley  coaches  and  (c)  rescheduling  some  of  the  expansion 
projects  for  later  in  the  nine-year  period.  This  scenario  is  dependent  on  SFCTA,  MTC,  FTA  and 
CTC  approvals  for  pledging  certain  funding  for  lease  payments  both  during  the  nine-year  period 
and  beyond  FY  2000/01: 


Total 

STIP/TIP 

Amount  to  be  Pledged 

Source  of  Funding 

Needed 

Programmed 

1993-2001 

2002-2010 

Sec.  3  fixed  guideway 

$  460 

$  91 

$  78 

$291 

Sec.  9  formula 

411 

204 

2 

205 

AB  664  bridge  tolls 

93 

0 

27 

66 

Measure  One  bridge  tolls 

87 

0 

27 

60 

Prop.  B  sales  tax 

492 

239 

53 

200 

Subtotal  -  pledgeable  revenues 

1,543 

534 

187 

822 

Non-pledgeable  revenues 

689 

289 

400 

0 

Total  funding 

$2,232 

$823 

$587 

$822 
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PUC-ADOPTED  MUNI  CAPITAL  PROGRAM  STRATEGY  AND  PRIORITIES 


Despite  a  very  strong  preference  for  proceeding  with  Muni's  capital  expansion  program,  PUC 
recognized  the  extent  of  the  financial  shortfalls  associated  with  both  Muni's  operating  and  capital 
programs.  Below  is  a  matrix  of  potential  cumulative  operating  deficits  for  FY  1993/94  -  FY  2000/0 1 : 

Average  Annual  Growth 
in  General  Fund  Support 


0% 

2% 

4% 

Average 

0% 

$581,000,000 

$500,000,000 

$411,000,000 

Annual 
Growth 
in  Fare 

2% 

$507,000,000 

$425,000,000 

$337,000,000 

4% 

$425,000,000 

$344,000,000 

$256,000,000 

Revenue 

6% 

$337,000,000 

$256,000,000 

$167,000,000 

Accordingly,  PUC  adopted  the  following  tentative  Muni  capital  program  strategy: 

1.  A  commitment  to  addressing  the  projected  operating  deficit  through  a  combination  of  fare 
increases,  General  Fund  support,  long-range  productivity  improvements,  and  sales  tax  funding 
of  incremental  O&M  costs: 

a.  No  short-term  cuts  in  service.  If  Muni  is  to  sustain  public  support  for  (a)  the  $1  billion 
expansion  program  and  (b)  revenue  enhancements  for  capital  and/or  operating  purposes, 
then  Muni  needs  to  maintain  current  service  levels.  However,  Muni  needs  to  review  its 
overall  route  network  in  order  to  identify  routes  that  need  adjustments  in  service  levels. 

b.  Need  for  periodic  fare  increases.  Even  with  the  proposed  $12.8  million  package  of  fare 
increases,  Muni  still  has  a  cumulative  operating  deficit  of  between  $293  and  $463  million, 
depending  on  the  rate  of  growth  in  General  Fund  support  of  Muni.  PUC  needs  to  contemplate 
a  multi-year  strategy  of  periodic  fare  increases  every  12-18  months  to  ensure  that  operating 
revenues  keep  pace  with  operating  costs. 

c.  Need  for  a  floor  of  General  Fund  support.  Current  budget  plans  call  for  a  $98  million 
floor  of  General  Fund  support  of  the  Muni  operating  budget  This  amounts  to  34%  General 
Fund  support  of  next  year's  Muni  budget,  down  from  48%  five  years  ago  (FY  1988).  Ideally, 
General  Fund  support  should  be  pegged  to  around  40%  of  the  Muni  operating  budget.  This 
would  provide  an  additional  $268  million  in  FY  1994  -  FY  20001  operating  revenues.  To 
achieve  the  higher  level,  PUC  needs  to  marshal  the  support  of  San  Francisco  residents  who 
account  for  most  of  Muni's  850,000  unlinked  passenger  trips  a  day. 

d.  Need  for  Muni  productivity  improvements.  If  PUC  is  unable  to  get  City  support  for  both 
periodic  fare  increases  and  40%  General  Fund  support,  then  Muni  will  not  be  able  to  afford 
any  growth  in  operating  costs  during  the  next  eight  years.  Operating  costs  have  grown  4-5% 
a  year  for  the  last  5  years. 

e.  Need  for  additional  revenue  sources.  Absent  a  City  commitment  to  provide  General  Fund 
support  of  about  40%  of  Muni  operating  costs,  the  City  will  need  to  identify  additional 
revenue  sources  for  dedicated  funding  of  the  Muni  operating  budget. 
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2.  Adoption  of  Scenario  4  recommended  by  the  Muni  CIP  Task  Force  and  the  Financial  Capacity 

Assessment  consultant 

a.  Capital  replacement:  Pay-as-you-go  funding  of  the  $1.5  billion  Capital  Replacement 

Program  and  the  Waterfront  Transit  Projects. 

b.  Capital  expansion:  Deferral  of  the  $800  million  in  rail  expansion,  trolley  coach  replace- 
ment/expansion, and  other  projects. 

3.  Adoption  of  the  list  of  capital  project  priorities  recommended  by  the  Muni  CIP  Task  Force  and 
the  Financial  Capacity  Assessment  consultant,  regardless  of  the  funding/financing  approach 
adopted  by  the  Commission  (see  Exhibit  Y  on  page  B-9). 

4.  Development  and  implementation  of  a  very  aggressive  intergovernmental  relations  effort  to 
(a)  secure  the  S837  million  in  funding  needed  to  proceed  with  Muni's  capital  expansion  program 
on  a  pay-as-you-go  basis  or  (b)  the  $400  million  in  funding  and  the  $785  million  in  pledgeable 
revenues  needed  to  proceed  with  the  expansion  program  on  a  lease-financing  basis. 

5.  Review  of  the  Muni  capital  program  financial  situation  within  12  months. 

6.  Use  of  the  intervening  time  to  address  a  number  of  organizational,  technical  and  managerial 
issues  raised  by  the  financial  capacity  assessment  of  Muni's  capital  program: 

a.  Consider  a  set  of  organizational,  staffing  and  other  recommendations  to  establish  a  discrete 
organizational  unit  responsible  for  directing  and  managing  all  aspects  of  the  capital  program. 

b.  Strengthen  Muni  capital  program  management  and  quality  assurance  functions  to  ensure 
program  delivery  on  schedule  and  within  budget. 

c.  Utilize  the  resources  provided  by  FTA  and  the  Transportation  Authority  to  establish  a  project 
management  oversight  (PMO)  system  that  helps  ensure  program  delivery  on  schedule  and 
within  budget. 

Rationale  for  Capital  Program  Recommendations 

The  primary  rationale  for  the  above  six  capital  program  recommendations  is  that  it  gives  Muni  and 
PUC  time  to  evaluate: 

•  Results  of  the  Bayshore  Corridor  alternatives  study 

•  Results  of  PUC  fare  policy  recommendations  to  the  Mayor  and  the  Board  of  Supervisors 

•  Results  of  the  City's  FY  1 993/94  budget  process  (particularly  General  Fund  support  for  Muni) 

•  The  Clinton  Administration's  1STEA  appropriations  level 

•  Transportation  Authority's  Commission's  response  to  its  Strategic  Plan  recommendations 
(being  presented  for  adoption  in  May  1993) 

•  Results  of  the  Transportation  Authority's  and  the  City's  legislative  efforts  in  Sacramento  and 

Washington,  D.C. 

•  Issues,  alternatives,  and  recommendations  related  to  Muni  and  PUC  ability  to  deliver  the  capital 
program. 

Because  MTC  has  indicated  that  it  will  reopen  the  TIP  process  again  in  1994,  Muni  and  PUC  will 
be  able  to  use  the  above  information  to  update  PUC  capital  program  strategy  next  spring. 


Exhibit  Y 
Muni  Capital  Project  Priorities  * 


Project 
Funding  Needed 

Cumulative 

Project  Delivery 
Deferred 

Priority 

Program/Project 

Project  Cost 

Fundinq  Needed 

1 

Muni  Metro  Turnback 

203.600.000 

158.300.000 

158.300.000 

2 

LRV  Rehabilitation 

8.000.000 

8.000.000 

166.300.000 

3 

40  Replacement  LRV*  s/Sy stem  Modifications 

107.000.000 

6.300.000 

172.600.000 

4 

Advanced  Train  Control  Svstem 

69.817.000 

44.343.000 

216.943.000 

5 

12  Replacement  LRV's 

31.680.000 

31.680.000 

248.623.000 

6 

Metro  Accessibility  Improvements 

17.000.000 

17.000.000 

265.623.000 

7 

Environmental  Health  &  Safety  Improve. 

9.800.000 

9.800.000 

275.423.000 

8 

19th  Avenue  Platforms 

8.900.000 

5.000.000 

280.423.000 

9 

76  Replacement  LRV's 

271.000.000 

271.000.000 

551.423.000 

10 

Facilities  Master  Plan 

400.000 

0 

551.423.000 

11 

24th  &  Utah  Replacement  Facility 

10.000.000 

9.400.000 

560.823.000 

12 

Fleet  Plan  Update 

250.000 

0 

560.823.000 

13 

Motor  Coach  (MAN)  Rehabilitation 

8.600.000 

8.600.000 

569.423.000 

14 

Motor  Coach  Replacement  (432) 

145.200.000 

145.200.000 

714.623.000 

15 

Woods/Islais  Creek/Revenue  Center 

62.000.000 

55.000.000 

769.623.000 

16 

Alternative  Fuels  Contingency 

20.000.000 

20.000.000 

789.623.000 

17 

Central  Maintenance  Facility 

51,400.000 

51.400.000 

841.023.000 

18 

Trolley  Electrification  (2  lines) 

32.000.000 

31.600.000 

872.623.000 

19 

1 30  Replacement  Trolley  Coaches 

79.600.000 

79.600.000 

952.223.000 

20 

Overhead  Rehabilitation 

29.400.000 

29.400.000 

981.623.000 

21 

Track  Replacement 

39.400.000 

39.400.000 

1.021.023.000 

22 

Fixed  Facility  Rehabilitation 

31.300.000 

31.300.000 

1.052.323.000 

23 

Maintenance  &  Repair  Equipment  Replace. 

25.200.000 

24.100.000 

1.076.423.000 

24 

Wayside  Fare  Collection  Equipment 

10.000.000 

10.000.000 

1.086.423.000 

25 

Transit  Preferential  Streets 

22.615.000 

22.615.000 

1.109.038.000 

26 

Historic  Rail  Car  Rehab.  (20) 

4.780.000 

4.780.000 

1.113.818.000 

27 

Cable  Car  Production  (10) 

7.080.000 

6.500.000 

1.120.318.000 

28 

F-Market  Streetcar  Line/PCC  Cars 

47.200.000 

28.900.000 

1.149.218.000 

29 

Green  &  Geneva  Modifications  (Phase  I) 

6.800.000 

5.700.000 

1.154.918.000 

30 

F-Embarcadero  Streetcar  Line 

60.800.000 

55.400.000 

1.210.318.000 

31 

Muni  Metro  Extension  (6th) 

52.700.000 

24.600.000 

1,234.918.000 

32 

8  Expansion  LRV's  -  Muni  Metro  Extension 

25.200.000 

25.200.000 

1,260.118.000 

33 

Data  Processing/Office  Equipment 

15,200.000 

15.200.000 

1,275,318.000 

34 

20  Replacement  Trolley  Coaches 

12.300.000 

1.275.318.000 

12.300.000 

35 

Presidio  Redevelopment/Muni  Office  Bldg. 

52.800.000 

1.275.318.000 

52.700.000 

36 

103  Replacement/15  Expansion  Trolleys 

126.000.000 

1.275.318.000 

126.000.000 

37 

Non-Revenue  Vehicle  Replacement 

13.000.000 

1.275.318.000 

12,200.000 

38 

Rail  Master  Plan 

400.000 

400.000 

1,275,718.000 

39 

Rail  Corridor  Studies 

11.430.000 

1.275.718.000 

11.000.000 

40 

Metro  East  LRV  Facility 

112,425.000 

1,275,718,000 

111.000.000 

41 

16th  Street  Underpass 

43.800.000 

1.275.718.000 

43.300.000 

42 

Illinois  Street  Bridge 

11.900.000 

1.275.718.000 

11.900.000 

43 

Green  &  Geneva  Modifications  (Phase  II) 

28.000.000 

1.275.718.000 

28.000.000 

44 

Muni  Metro  Extension  (16th) 

23.200.000 

1.275.718.000 

20.800.000 

45 

Bavshore  Corridor  (Third  Street) 

182,000.000 

1.275,718.000 

182.000.000 

46 

20  Expansion  LRV's  -  Bayshore  Corridor 

76,600,000 

1,275,718,000 

76.600,000 

47 

24  Expansion  LRV's  -  JKLMN  Lines 

91,900,000 

1.275,718,000 

91.900.000 

48 

Mission  Bay  Trolley  Extensions 

29,700,000 

1.275,718.000 

29.700,000 

49 

1401  Bryant  Street  Rehabilitation 

10,000,000 

1.275.718.000 

10.000.000 



Total  -  Capital  Program 

2.339.377.000 

1.275.718.000 

1.275.718.000 

819.400.000 

*  Adopted  by  PUC  on  February  23,  1993  g_9 
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FINANCING  OPTIONS 


Appendix  C  describes  some  financing  options  for  the  Authority  and  the  Sponsoring  Agencies  to 
consider  within  the  next  12  months  (when  Muni,  PUC  and  the  Authority  staff  revisit  the  Muni  capital 
expansion  program  upon  completion  of  the  Bayshore  Corridor  planning  study).  In  particular, 
Appendix  C  identifies  the  basic  types  of  financing  instruments  available  to  the  Authority  if  and 
when  it  chooses  to  use  lease  and  debt  financing. 

POTENTIAL  NEED  FOR  FINANCING 

There  are  five  Proposition  B  projects  that  are  the  most  likely  candidates  for  lease  or  debt  financing 
to  accelerate  project  delivery  (cost  in  millions  of  escalated  dollars): 


Sales  Tax 

Other 

Total 

Type  of 

No. 

Proposition  B  Project 

Funding 

Funding 

Funding 

Financing 

8 

Metro  East  LRV  Facility 

$  23.7 

$  88.7 

$112.4 

Lease 

15 

Corridor  construction 

125.0 

0.0 

125.0 

Debt 

16 

Replacement  LRV's  (84) 

33.0 

263.2 

296.2 

Lease 

16 

1999  Replacement  Trolley  Coaches 

32.0 

94.0 

126.0 

Lease 

18 

Central  Maintenance  Facilities 

2.6 

23.4 

26.0 

Lease 

Total 

$216.3 

$469.3 

$685.6 

These  five  Proposition  B  projects  alone  require  about  $216  million  in  sales  tax  revenues,  or 
$95  million  more  than  is  available  after  funding  recommended  multi-year  commitments.  So  the 
Authority  has  two  basic  choices: 

•  Choose  projects  to  fit  pay-as-you-go  revenues:  The  Authority  and  Sponsoring  Agencies  could 
choose  to  fund  some  of  the  above  projects  on  a  pay-as-you-go  basis  by  cutting  back  on  other 
projects  and  programs  recommended  for  multi-year  funding  commitments.  By  and  large,  most 
of  the  above  projects  could  be  accommodated  on  a  pay-as-you-go  basis,  albeit  on  a  reduced 
level  of  funding  and/or  over  a  longer  period  of  time  than  the  nine-year  funding  window. 
The  clear  exception  to  the  pay-as-you-go  funding  strategy  would  be  a  capital  corridor  construc- 
tion for  a  Bayshore  Corridor  and/or  a  Geary  Corridor  project(s). 

•  Utilize  lease  or  debt  financing  for  selected  projects:  The  other  major  alternative  is  lease  or 
debt  financing  of  one  or  more  of  the  following  Muni  projects: 

-  Replacement/expansion  LRV's.  The  Authority's  strategic  planning  process  and  Muni's 
recent  capital  program  update  has  produced  a  clear  consensus  that  Muni  needs  to  replace  its 
Boeing  LRV's  as  soon  as  practicable.  Muni  now  intends  to  convert  the  first  32  Breda  LRV's, 
originally  ordered  as  expansion  vehicles,  to  replacement  LRV's.  Muni  also  intends  to 
exercise  a  Breda  option  to  purchase  an  additional  12  LRV's  costing  $32  million  with 
Proposition  108  rail  bond  proceeds  and  Proposition  B  sales  tax  revenue.  This  means  that 
Muni  needs  an  additional  $296  million  to  fund  acquisition  of  another  84  replacement  LRV's 
between  now  and  the  end  of  the  decade.  Muni  hopes  to  secure  the  following  funding  to  do  so: 
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Funding  Source 

Amount  (millions) 

Section  3  fixed  ffuidewav 

$  90  0 

Proposition  108  rail  bond  proceeds 

69.0 

State  flexible  congestion  relief  flFCR}  funds 

70.6 

AB  664  bridge  toll  revenue 

4.1 

Regional  Measure  One  bridge  toll  revenue 

25.5 

Proposition  B  sales  tax  revenue 

33.0 

Total 

$296.2 

If  PUC  and  the  Authority  cannot  secure  such  funding  commitments,  then  Muni's  only  other 
alternative  may  be  to  lease-finance  the  84  LRV's  over  a  10-year  period.  This  would  require 
FTA  and  MTC  to  pledge  Section  3  fixed  guide  way  funds  (and/or  Section  9  formula  funds) 
and  bridge  toll  revenues  to  make  annual  lease  payments. 

-  1999  replacement/expansion  trolley  coaches.  Muni  is  scheduled  to  replace  20  standard 
trolley  coaches  and  188  articulated  trolley  coaches  in  1998  through  2000.  The  estimated 
cost  to  do  so  is  $138  million.  PUC  and  Authority  staff  hope  to  secure  $78-110  million 
discretionary  Section  3  bus  funds  to  purchase  the  trolley  coaches.  Because  Muni  is  also 
hoping  to  secure  another  $80  million  in  such  discretionary  funding  for  its  Woods/Islais 
Creek,  central  maintenance  and  Presidio  facilities,  it  is  quite  possible  that  Muni  will  not  have 
sufficient  Section  3  bus  funds  to  purchase  the  1999  trolley  coaches.  In  that  case,  Muni  would 
have  to  (a)  defer  the  trolley  coach  replacement  or  (b)  lease-finance  the  trolley  coaches  and 
pledge  an  estimated  $200  million  in  FY  1999/2000  -  FY  20008/09  Section  9  and  Proposi- 
tion B  sales  tax  revenues  to  make  annual  lease  payments. 

-  Centra]  maintenance  facility.  Muni  Maintenance  management  are  advocating  for  the 
development  of  a  central  maintenance  facility  as  part  of  Muni's  long-range  productivity 
improvement  program.  In  essence,  the  central  maintenance  facility  would  handle  (a)  heavy 
repair  for  all  motor  coaches;  (2)  unit,  radio,  farebox,  and  electronics  repair  for  all  motor 
coaches;  and  (c)  paint  and  body  work  for  all  revenue  vehicles.  This  would  enable  Muni  to 
use  Woods/Islais  Creek,  Flynn  and  Kirkland  as  operating  divisions  only.  Muni  currently  has 
the  opportunity  to  lease  or  lease/purchase  a  site  refurbished  to  meet  Muni's  central  mainte- 
nance needs. 

-  Bayshore  Corridor  construction.  The  Expenditure  Plan  provides  $190  million  (1990 
dollars)  for  corridor  construction.  Because  there  are  two  Priority  1  transit  corridors  (Bay- 
shore  and  Geary),  the  Authority  currently  plans  to  reserve  half  of  the  $190  million  for  each 
corridor.  Assuming  that  a  Muni  Metro  extension  in  the  Bayshore  Corridor  is  constructed  in 
the  FY  1995/96  -  FY  1998/99  time  period,  the  Authority  would,  in  all  likelihood,  issue 
10-year  revenue  bonds  to  finance  the  construction.  This  means  that  Muni  can  afford  a 
$120  million  (escalated)  project  plus  $55  million  in  financing  costs  that  would  be  charged 
to  the  project  (in  accordance  with  recommended  Authority  policy). 

-  Metro  East  LRV  maintenance  and  storage  facility.  One  of  the  essential  elements  to 
proceeding  with  the  Bayshore  Corridor  rail  expansion  is  construction  of  the  $112  million 
Metro  East  LRV  facility  to  store  and  maintain  the  44  expansion  LRV's  associated  with 
service  expansion  in  the  Bayshore  Corridor  and  on  the  JKLMN  lines.  However,  Muni  only 
has  $24  million  in  Proposition  B  sales  tax  funding  for  the  project.  As  a  result,  Muni  may 
need  to  lease  or  lease/purchase  the  Metro  East  facility  to  be  able  to  proceed  with  the  rail 
expansion  on  a  timely  basis. 
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TYPES  OF  FINANCING  INSTRUMENTS 


There  are  three  basic  types  of  instruments  that  could  be  used  to  finance  the  five  Muni  projects 
identified  above: 

•  Lease-purchase.  In  lease-financing,  the  act  of  borrowing  funds)  is  accomplished  through  the 
legal  framework  of  a  lease,  as  opposed  to  the  issuance  of  debt.  Essentially  a  lease-purchase,  the 
lease-financing  transaction  can  be  constructed  with  payments  based  on: 

-  Full  amortization.  Assuming  a  10-year  lease,  the  lessee  would  make  10  equal  annual  lease 
payments  that  include  both  principal  and  interest  (much  like  a  traditional  home  mortgage, 
in  which  case  most  of  the  early  payments  essentially  pay  off  interest  and  the  latter  payments 
pay  off  the  principal). 

•  -   Level  principal.  In  this  case,  the  lease  payment  is  structured  to  include  1/1 0th  of  the  lease 

principal,  plus  the  interest  cost  on  the  outstanding  amount  in  the  previous  year.  This 
essentially  creates  a  stream  of  lease  payments  that  range  from  _%  of  the  total  lease  cost  in 
year  1  to  _%  of  the  cost  in  year  10. 

•  Certificates  of  participation.  Certificates  of  participation  (COP's)  represent  a  financing 
technique  that  allows  an  issuer  to  acquire  individual  or  multiple  pieces  of  equipment,  rehabilitate 
existing  facilities,  and  acquire  fixed  assets  without  incurring  long-term  debt.  Essentially  a  lease, 
COP's  can  be  though  of  as  an  installment  sales  agreements  rather  than  true  operating  leases, 
because  the  lessee  acquires  title  to  the  equipment  or  facility  at  the  end  of  the  lease  period  for  a 
nominal  amount. 

•  Sales  tax  revenue  bonds.  Sales  tax  revenue  bonding  is  a  debt  financing  technique  in  which  the 
issuer  borrows  funds  from  various  sources  and  uses  the  proceeds  to  finance  the  procurement  of 
vehicles  and/or  the  construction  of  systems  and  facilities.  Such  debt  is  secured  solely  by  a  pledge 
of  the  sales  tax  revenues;  there  is  no  pledge  of  other  credit  or  taxing  power  from  any  other 
government  entity  (e.g.,  the  City  and  County  of  San  Francisco.) 

The  financing  alternatives  identified  in  this  report  would  not  affect  either  the  debt  capacity  or  the 
credit  rating  of  the  City  and  County  of  San  Francisco,  because  both  lease-financing  and  debt- 
financing  would  rely  soley  on  tax  revenues  (and  perhaps  federal  funds  and  regional  bridge  tolls)  for 
lease  payments  or  debt  service. 
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BENEFITS  AND  COSTS  OF  FINANCING 


Exhibit  AA  on  page  C-5  summarizes  the  trade-offs  among  pay-as-you-go  funding,  lease  financing 
and  debt  financing.  Below  are  some  key  points  about  Exhibit  AA: 

•  The  primary  advantage  of  pay-as-you-go  funding  is  that  the  Authority  and  Sponsoring 
Agencies  are  putting  all  of  the  sales  tax  revenue  into  capital  projects,  rather  than  spending  a 
portion  on  financing  costs  (issuance  costs  and  interest  expense).  For  example,  an  initial 
exploration  of  lease-financing  identified  a  difference  of  $52  million  (1990  dollars)  to  $228 
million  (escalated  dollars)  in  fleet  replacement  and  expansion  costs  between  Scenarios  1  and  5, 
as  indicated  below: 

 Difference 

Capital  Project  Scenario  1      Scenario  5     Escalated      1990  S's 


84  replacement  LRV's  $271  $367  $  96  $19 

118  trolley  coaches  126  184  58  13 

24  LRV's  (JKLMN  lines)  88  128  40  11 

20  LRV's  (Bayshore)  _73  _106  _34  __9 

Total  $558  $785  $228  $52 


•  The  primary  advantages  of  financing  are  the  flexibility  in  being  able  to  deliver  projects 
according  to  the  most  efficient  design  and  construction  schedules  and  the  avoidance  of  inflation 
of  capital  costs  by  accelerating  project  delivery. 

•  The  key  financial  trade-off  between  pay-as-you-go  funding  and  debt  financing  is  to  measure 
the  net  difference  in  net  present  value  (i.e.,  today's  dollars)  between: 

-  Capital  cost  savings  of  accelerated  project  delivery 

-  O&M  costs  or  cost  savings  of  accelerated  project  delivery 

-  Total  cost  of  borrowing  less  any  interest  income  associated  with  reinvesting  borrowed  funds 
on  a  short-term  basis. 
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